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By Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia: Petition of A. Black, presi-
dent of the Acme Brewing Company, of Macon, Ga., asking re-
moval of the duty on Canadian barley—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of Georgia, favoring
retention of the present tariff duty on lumber—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

By Mr.' BOEHNE: Petition of citizens of Boonville, Ind.,
against reduction of duty on barley—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CAPRON: Petition of trustees of the Providence
(R. I.) Public Library, against increasing the duty on books
and printed matter—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Humes Manufacturing Company, of East
Providence, IR, 1., favoring retention of duty on gal soda—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Alsgo, petitions of Woman’s Christian Union of Pawtucket;
Ann Gordon Woman's Christian Temperance Union, of Provi-
dence; First Free Baptist Church of Providence, all in the State
of Rhode Island, favoring bill regulating shipment of liquor
into prohibition territory—to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Joseph Walker—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petitions of Alfred C. Schmidt, Annie A. Dillon, Thomas
F. McGrath, Perry Smith, and James C. Davis, of Peace Dale;
Newport Paper and Grocery Company, George W. Perry, James
F. Dunbar, Joseph C. Condon, and R. T. Lennon, of Pawtucket,
all in the State of Rhode Island, favoring repeal of duty on raw
and refined sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Joseph C. Condon, George M. Perry, and
James F. Dunbar, of Pawtucket, R. 1., against duty on teas
and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Providence (R. I.) Brewing Company, for the
removal of duty on Canadian barley—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Dy Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petitions of Zincer & Deben-
dorfer, of Monroe; M. Munson, of Blanchardville; Posler Illi-
frit, of Leslie; and Fred Blackbourn, of Dunbarton, all in the
State of Wisconsin, favoring reduction of duty on raw and re-
fined sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CURRIER : Petition of D. C. Hamlin and others, of
Gorham, N. H., favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Halbrook Grocery Company, of Woodsville,
and George E. Halbrook & Co., of Keene, all in the State of New
Hampshire, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ESCH: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Isaac
R. Bryan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

_ Also, petition of G. A. Dubois and others, against reduction
of the duty on wood pulp—te the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: Petitions of W. . Smith, R. C.
Marchand, and Preston & Sons, of Fairhaven, Vt., favoring re-
duction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of C. G. Robertson, of Baltimore,
Md., for reduction of duty on aluminum and alumina—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the American Box Company, of Chicago, IlL,
against reduction of tariff on lumber and its products—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the legislature of the State of Illinois, against
increase of duty on imported manufactured moving-picture
films, ete.—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers,
against increase of tariff on print paper—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mrs, Mantie Hills—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAMMOND: Concurrent resolution of the legislature
of Minnesota, against a federal inheritance tax; also petitions of
C. M. Newland and 15 others, of the second district of Minne-
sota, against a reduction on duty on barley; Northern Granite
Manufacturers’ Association, of St. Cloud, against reduction of
duty on granite; Allyn Brothers, of Madison Lake, against duty
on tea and coffee; and Olaf L. Peterson, of Fairmount; Allyn
Brothers, of Madison Lake; F. T. Winkler, of Currie; and H. A.
Alleman, of Mankato, all in the State of Minnesota, favoring
reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of R. C. Schmid and 16 others, of Springfield,
Minn., against parcels-post and postal savings bank laws—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH : Paper to accompany bill for re-
lief of John D. Tidrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of R. B. Ullom, N. B. Mercer, W. D. Hobbs,
W. H. Hobbs, Will E. Seal, and Fred Mantz, of Barnesville,
Ohio, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of G. W. Wilkins, of Hendrysburg, Ohio, favor-
ing reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of citizens of Salt Lake
City, Utah, against Auty on coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HULL of Iowa: Petition of Willinm Hervey, of Des
Moines, Iowa, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KAHN : Petition of George W. Caswell and 80 promi-
nent hotels, individuals, clubs, and restaurants of San Fran-
cisco, Cal,, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McKINNEY : Petition of Rock TIsland Lodge, No. 930,
Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, for an American elk
reservation in Wyoming—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: Petition of certain citizens of
Rtantoul, I11., against duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of residents of Republican City
and Holdridge, both in the State of Nebraska—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POINDEXTER : Petition of Mayview Farmers' Union,
against the parcels post and postal savings banks—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. SABATH : Petition of senators and representatives of
the State of Illinois, against a duty on manufactured moving-
picture films—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: Petition of senate of the
State of Minnesota, aganinst a national inheritance tax—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of legislature of Minnesota, against the $20 tax
on worms for individual stills in the manufacture of de-
natured alcohol—to the Committee on Ways and Menans,

By Mr. STURGISS: Petition of National Commercial Com-
pany, of Martinsburg, W. Va., against duty on coffee ot tea—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TOWNSEND : Petition of farmers of Michigan, favor-
ing removal of duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. TOU VELLE: Petition of Thomas Mendenhall &
Son, of Osgood, Ohio, favoring reduction of duty on raw and re-
fined sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WANGER : Petitions of Albert K. Comly, of Phila-
delphia; Frank W. Calvert and W. W. Williamson, of Nar-
berth, Montgomery County, all in the State of Pennsylvania, for
the removal of the duty from raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

WepNEspay, March 24, 1909.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap-
proved.

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the resolution which I send to the
Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

House concurrent resolution 12,

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senmate econcurring)
That during the ?resent session of Congress there shall be E{elnted an
allotted for distribution to each Member of the House of resenta-
tives 40 copies and to each Senator 60 coples of the dall ONGRES-
810NAL REcORD in addition to the number now provided by law, but no
portion of sald additional quota shall be reserved for binding.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. EDWARDS of Georgin. Reserving the right to object, I
would like to ask what this is?

Mr. MANN. It provides that during this session of Congress.
40 additional copies of the daily IRlecorp shall be allotted to
Members of the House and 60 additional copies to Members of
the Senate.

Mr. EDWARDS of Georgia. I withdraw the objection.

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS. settled, But before the Chair rules I should like to have him
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve | read the rule once more and see whether it does not in its ex-

itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 1438.

The question was put.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. A parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Is it not necessary under
paragraph 4 of Rule XXIV that the House first by a two-
thirds vote dispense with proceedings under that rule before
we can proceed to consider publie business? It is the new rule.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will look at the rule. The recol-
lection of the Chair is that it is necessary.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, there must be a calendar of that
kind before it is necessary, it seems to me.

The SPEAKER. How is that?

Mr. PAYNE. There must be a calendar and bills upon that
calendar which can be considered. However, I will ask unani-
mous consent——

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that is true.
at that rule a minute.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
pense with that order to-day.

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to refresh his recollection
about the rule. The rule is:

On Wednesday of each week no businesg shall be in order except as
provided by paragraph 4 of Rule XXIV, unless the House by a two-
thirds vote on motion to dispense therewith shall otherwise determine.
On such a motion there may be debate not to exceed five minutes for
and against.

The Clerk will report paragraph 4 of Rule XXIV.

The Clerk read as follows:

After the unfinished business has been disposed of, the Speaker shall
call each standing committee In regular order, and then select com-
mittees, and each committee when named may ecall up for consideration
any bill reported by it on a previous day and on the House Calendar,
and if the Speaker shall not complete the eall of the committees before
the House passes to other business, he shall resume the next call where
he left off, giving preference to the last bill under consideration :
vided, That whenever any ccmmittee shall have occupied the mornin
hour on two days, it shall not be in order to call up any other bill untﬁ
the other committees have been called in their turn.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the second part of the
new rule.

The Clerk read as follows:

On a call of committees under this rule bills may be called up from
either the House or the Unlon Calendar, excepting bills which are
privileged under the rules; but bills called up from the Union Calendar
"ﬁ':'.f"vgfo I::onsidered in Committee of the Whole House on the state of

This rule shall not apply during the last two weeks of the session.

It shall not be in order for the Speaker to entertain a motion for a
:g::f:non any Wednesday except during the last two weeks of . the

The SPEAKER. In answering the parliamentary inquiry of
the gentleman from Massachusetts the Chair must take notice
not only of the rules but what there is for consideration under
the rules, if anything. The Chair has inquired, and that in-
quiry, in the opinion of the Chair, has required him to state to
the House that there are no bills on any calendar of the House,
save alone the bill known as the * tariff bill,” which bill would
not be in order on a calendar Wednesday. In that condition,
answering the parlicmentary inquiry, in the opinion of the
Chair, it is not necessary to move to dispense with calendar
Wednesday.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts.
only one minute?

The SPEAKER. With pleasure.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. The rule says, first, that
no business shall be in order except what appears in the defi-
nite rule, to wit, the Rule XXIV for the call of committees,
Now, then, this tariff bill is on the Union Calendar. If the
committees were called and the Committee. on Ways and Means
were reached and they tried to call up the tariff bill it would
not be permissible to go to the Union Calendar for that bill.

The SPEAKER. Correct.

Mr, GARDNER of Massachusetts. Therefore, it seems to me,
Mr. Speaker, that it is quite within the bounds of possibility
that whereas a majority of this House might wish to proceed
with the tariff bill or the census bill, or any other bill that hap-
pened to be on the calendar not privileged, two-thirds of the
House might not wish to do so. I have brought this up, not in
any captious spirit, but because I can see possible situations
arising where there is only one bill on the calendar and that bill
a privileged bill, and yet where over one-third of the House did
not wish to consider that bill. It seems to me that the rule is
as plain as daylight. I simply say that, not that I eare which
way the Chair rules, but because I want the thing definitely

Let us look

Will the Chair hear me

XLIV—I14

press terms forbid the consideration of any business except such
as comes in under that rule for the call of committees.

The SPEAKER. In answer to parlinmentary inquiries, the
Chair can only rule upon the present status, and state the
opinion of the Chair upon it, without regard to any future ques-
tlnnmthat might arise under the rule. The Chair states
again——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. One moment. The Chair states again that
there are no bills upon any ecalendar of the House save alone
the tariff bill, and it would not be in order on calendar Wednes-
day to proceed to consider that bill at this stage. The Chair
could conceive conditions where, there being no business to
transact under the rules of the House on calendar Wednes-
day, after committees were called the regular order would
perhaps naturally be taken up; and even to-day it might be that
the commitiees on Ways and Means, Mileage, and Accounts
might be called, they being the only committees that have been
appointed.

But they have no business upon the calendars except as indi-
cated. After all, in the consideration of the rules it must
always be remembered that they must be construed together,
and the Chair, as one Member of the House, must recollect that
he must take notice of the condition of the calendars; and in
the opinion of the Chair we must all recollect that * the letter
killeth, but the spirit giveth life.” [Applause.] :

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, in order to
crystallize the opinion of the Chair into a ruling, I make the
point of order that the motion of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Pay~e] is not in order. I expect the Chair to overrule
me at once, but I want to erystallize the opinion in the form of
a ruling.

Mr., SIMS. In regard to the remark of the Chair about the
letter and spirit controlling, I think it very proper; but does not
the rule requiring two-thirds simply make all other business
out of order except that provided, and is not the statement of
the Chair in the nature of an argument for a vote of two-
thirds rather than a reason for dispensing with it? Then,
again, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Firzeerarp], who is
the author of the amendment requiring the two-thirds vote to
change rule as to calendar Wednesday, not being present, might
not the Chair be mistaken as to the real intention of the gen-
tleman from New York as to this rule; therefore had we not
better have a vote?

The SPEAKER. There is much contention from time to
time that the rules and their construection should be observed
so as to satisfy misconceptions as to what the rules are; or in
other words, to throw a tub to the whale, counting public sen-
timent and misrepresentation as the whale, rather than to con-
strue the rules as they are, and from the standpoint of common
sense and practicability. The Chair states again, if there was
a bill on the calendar of any kind that could possibly be in
order to-day, the Chair would refuse to entertain the motion
of the gentleman from New York under the rule; but——

Mr. CURRIER. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. One moment. But the Chair again states
that these committees might be called, and then it might be
contended with equal strength and more plausibility that the
House should twirl its fingers and thumbs one over the other
for the remainder of the day unless two-thirds of the House
concluded that they would do something rather than nothing,
when there is nothing to do. [Laughter.] The Chair overrules
the point of order.

The question is on the motion of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PAYSE].

The motion was agreed to.

THE TARIFF.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 1438, the tariff bill, with M.
OLMsTED in the chair.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, before I begin the
remarks I have to make on the subject of the tariff, there are
two or three preliminary statements I want to make which give
me a great deal of pleasure. In the first place, Mr. Chairman,
I want to congratulate you on the auspicious event that
happened at your home within the last forty-eight hours.
[Applause.] The coincidences in this life are sometimes auite
amusing. Yesterday, toward the close of the speech of my dis-
tinguished friend Mr. Chairman PAvxEg, I injected the remark
that the production of babies in this country is playing cut.
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I have the very highest authority for making that statement—
the distingnished hunter now on his way to Africa. [Laughter
and applause.]

Mr. DE ARMOND. I would like to suggest a reason for
thai—because it is the spring and good weather. [Laughter.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I accept the gentleman’s sugges-
tion. I regret to say, after a good deal of investigation and
observation, that the particular branch of the Caucasian race
to which most of us belong is dying out in the United States.
Just after I sat down, after making that remark to Mr, Chair-
man PAysE, Judge PArumer, of Pennsylvania, came over with a
telegram announcing that a daughter had been born in the
family of the gentleman presiding to-day [Mr. OrmsTED], on
which I heartily congratulate him. [Applause.] He makes a
most excellent presiding officer, and I have no doubt in the
world that he is a most tender and excellent father. [Applause.]

In the second place, I wish to thank my distinguished friend
from Illinois [Mr. Max~] for making the motion to let me pro-
ceed without limit. I really may get through guicker than I
would if I proceeded on a limit. These are pleasant experiences
here.

I also desire to congratulate the distinguished chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee [Mr, PAYNE]. I do it from the
bottom of my heart. He has now become a great historical
personfige. The history of the United States can not be written
now and leave out the name of SereNo E, PAYNE, of New York.
[Applause.] He takes his place in the company of Henry Clay,
Robert J. Walker, Justin 8, Morrill, Williamn McKinley, William
L. Wilson, and Nelson Dingley, as father of a great tariff bill,
which must be referred to as long as men discuss the tariff in
the United States, which, judging the future by the past, will be
until Gabriel blows his frumpet. [Laughter and applause.]

There is another thing on which I congratulate the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and Means, and I do it as hon-
estly as I did the other, that during the course of these hear-
ings, and by his nine and one-half hours’ speech, he has knocked
higher than a kite the idiotic theory of Doctor Osler. [Laugh-
ter.]

Be it understood that I am not complaining in any degree
whatever because he spoke nine and a half hours; it was a
superb vindication of his physical and mental strength, and
under the circumstances of the case and the character of the
speech he was making, explanatory and defensive, answering
a good many questions from this side, and carrying on an ex-
tended debate with his political confréres on that side, I do not
see how it could have been shorter; and what is more, I am not
dead sure but that it was the wisest thing he could have done
from a political standpoint, because a good many Republican
gentlemen, having fired their shots, will not want to make
speeches on the bill.

While I am making these preliminary statements, and I do
not think I am wasting time in making them, I want to say a
word about the Committee on Ways and Means. I say now that
no 18 men—because there were only 18, Mr. Granger being sick
with the disease which finally proved fatal to him—no 18 men,
Democrats and Republicans both, in the history of this country
ever did harder, more tedious, or more fatiguing work than the
18 members of the Ways and Means Committee did in these
hearings. [Applause.]

Think of it! We began at half past 9 in the morning and
worked until 1 o'clock, took an hour for lunch, then worked
until 7 o’clock, taking an hour for dinner, as we call it in the
city, and supper in the country, and worked until 11 and 12
o'clock at might; keyed up, on edge, tussling with intellectual
men who had facts in their possession about the tariff which
they were determined not to give up, while we were determined
that they should stand and deliver.

The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. PaywNE], is nearly old enough to
be my father. [Laughter.] I have always been credited with
having an iron constitution, but I believe that he came out of
that exhausting work fresher than I did, which was an abso-
late marvel to me.

Mr. REEDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit a

suggestion?
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Cerfainly.
Ar. REEDER. I think it is generally conceded that the im-

pression was that the gentleman from Missouri is the older of
the two.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That may be, but that is a very
wrong impression. I am in the flower of my years. One other
thing about that committee. In my time I have done many
things to earn a living, among them every species of farm work,
clerking in a country store, teaching in all sorts of schools,
from a log-cabin schoolhouse in Kentucky to the presidency of a
college in West Virginia; editing a newspaper, and practicing

law. For three days I was a sort of special deputy sheriff in
Cineinnati, guarding a defaulter. I have tried a multitude of
cases in court, including betwixt 1,000 and 2,000 criminal cases,
ranging from murder and highway robbery to assault and bat-
tery and petty larceny; but nowhere, at no time, under no cir-
cumstances have I ever performed any other labor so exhaustive
of nervous energy as I performed at these tariff hearings. I am
not complaining. We simply did our duty; but I have no doubt
that it shortened all our lives.

We not only worked like galley slaves while other people were
taking their ease, but we tried to ascertain the truth. I will
tell you how it worked—it is no violation of confidence, because
it was done in publie. For four or five days after these hear-
ings began men came in there with such an insolent swagger
and such an assumption of superiority that it was offensive to
every man on the committee. They would read the Republican
platform and declare that that meant revision to the sky, praec-
tically, and if you asked them a decent guestion you were liable
to be insulted. The newspapers orated all around over the
land that the committee bullyragged people, maltreated wit-
nesses, and insulted them. That criticism was leveled more at
the chairman and myself than anybody else, because we hap-
pened to have the strongest voices in the crowd; but I say
now, in justification of it all, that while some witnesses were
grilled, some were operated on with rapiers, and some were
hit in the head with a big club, no witness received a harsh
word in that committee unless he provoked it by his own
action. They went out and growled about the chairman; they
went out and cursed me. Well, I do not care anything about
that. I did stick some of them as deep as I could. I did
crack their heads with a maul, but I was justified in it and have
no apologies to offer.

Of course it is extremely difficult under any circumstances
whatever to discuss a tariff bill, and the trouble about it is that
it is so immense—containing about 4,000 articles of everyday
consumption. Nobody can blame people for wanting to take
care of themselves. I will make a confession, and it is said
that “an open confession is good for the soul” The study
of the tariff has been the favorite study of my life. I have
studied it much. I thought when these hearings began that I
knew practically all about it. When we got through, I felt like
Sir Isaac Newton said he felt after making those great scientific
discoveries which placed his name at the top of the scanty list of
the immortals—* like a boy walking upon the seashore, picking
up shells.” For the benefit of all concerned, as this debate in all
hurman probability will run in one shape and another for a good
while, and as you all ought to be posted on both sides, I will
give you my opinion about certain documents. There are four
great documents on the subject of the tariff which are invalua-
ble, and you can get them all now. I intended to ask leave of
Congress to print them as public documents, as they are out of
print, but I find that Professor Taussig has reprinted them in a
book, which is easy of access and which does not cost much.

The title of that book is State Papers and Speeches on the
Tariff. The four documents that are absolutely invaluable—
and there has been a vast amount of literature on the subject,
thousands of speeches and hundreds of hooks—and without
which a man can hardly be informed on the tariff question,
are Alexander Hamilton's great report on manufactures in
1790 ; Robert J. Walker's great tariff report on his bill in 1845—
and, by the way, he is the only man who ever had ingenuity
enough to fasten his name onto a tariff bill, except a chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and Means; John Quincy
Adams’s great report in 1831, because any report which that re-
markable man ever made is exhaustive; and Albert Gallatin's
great free-trade memorial in 1832. Those are the documents
that are invalnable. In addition there are four books which
are almost invaluable—Professor Taussig's History of the
Tariff in the United States; Professor Taussig's book, State
Papers and Speeches on the Tariff; Franklin Pierce, on The
Tariff and The Trusts, and a book printed by Cicero W. Harris,
with the strange title, The Sectional Struggle. In addition to
that I recommend to every man in this House to immediately
lay hold of this book I have in my hands, Imports and Duties.
I believe it was prepared by Mr. Evans, was it not, Mr.
PAYRE?

Mr. PAYNE. By Mr. Evans,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Evans's book is the most illumi-
nating volume ever printed on the subject of the tariff, Itisa
public document. It is strange to look at it and see how much
arithmetic there is in it. Our report had to be brief, and we
had to steer clear of details in it, simply because we did not
have time to make the mathematical ealculations, such as com-
pose Mr. Evans's book.

Here is the chief diffiecnlty about understanding the tariff. It
is because nearly all of these rates are compound rates, spe-
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cific and ad valorem ; they are all mixed up, and to the average
citizen—even to the intelligent average citizen—they are riddles.

i.et us take a sample from the Dingley tariff bill by way of illus-
tration. On chemicals valued above 35 cents per pound the com-
pound rates are as follows: BSpecific, 15 cents per pound; ad
valorem, 20 per cent. To the average reader that is precisely
clear as mud.

An ad valorem duty is easy to understand. The only objec-
tion to an ad valorem duty that can be urged honestly is
that it seems to be easier to swindle under it. If it were not
for that feature of it, I would be against any specific duty what-
soever—certainly against all compound duties.

This is no time for an academic discussion of the tariff.
Every tariff theory ever hatched in the brain of man has been
discussed repeatedly in this country with thoroughness and
splendid ability. Since John G. Carlisle made his first masterful
tariff speech in the House, some thirty years ago, it is not much
exaggeration to say that we have had a continuous tariff debate
in this country—sometimes in general and sometimes in par-
ticular localities. Most of the men on the Committee on Ways
and Means have participated here and elsewhere in the aca-
demie discussion of the subject, and it may well be doubted
whether any member of the committee could make a better
academic speech on the subject now than he has made in the
past. So firmly am I convinced of this that I told Mr. Chairman
Payxe last Friday that, so far as I am concerned, I would
cheerfully waive all general debate if we could be assured that
we would have ample time for amendment and debate, unfler the
five-minute rule, of the entire bill, section by section.

I now repeat what I said here last night that there is no Dem-
ocrat I know of who wants to consume one hour unnecessarily
in the discussion of this bill—mot one. [Applause.] As tired
as I was, because really it is a greater mental strain on the
nervous system to sit and listen to a speech which you have to
answer than to get up and make a speech—and I suspect that
last night I was nearly as weary as the chairman of Committee
on Ways and Means—I wonld have been perfectly willing even
under those circumstances to go on in order to expedite matters,

While the minority members of the committee have no desire
whatever to waste one moment, we do desire a thorough con-
sideration of the bill and a chance to amend it wherever we
think it would be improved by amendment, and my judgment is
that it could be greatly improved by amendment in many
respects.

The tariff is a tax. The tariff is a tax paid by the consumer.
Nobody with any reputation for veracity or intelligence to lose
will deny either of these two propositions. If he does deny
them, he will be confounded by the evidence of high-protective
advoecates contained in the hearings before the Committee on
Ways and Means, which hearings are made up almost exclu-
sively of the evidence of such advocates. Most of the witnesses
wanted an increase of the Dingley rates or wanted those held
in statu quo. It seems from an examination of the hearings on
the tariff bills of the past that the witnesses were usually the
beneficiaries of the tariff, struggling to keep what they had and
to secure any increase they could. Only a few manufacturers
asked for a reduction of rates on articles which they manufac-
tured. One admitted that the tariff on tin plate should be re-
duced from 1% cents per pound to 1 cent per pound, and Mr.
Claus Spreckels, one of the largest independent refiners, said
that the tariff on all sugars should be removed. Mr. Miles advo-
cated reductions.

The Massachusetts boot and shoe men were all for free hides
and said that if they could not secure that great boon for them-
selves any other way they were willing to have leather and all
products of leather put on the free list. When that declaration
was made almost every member of the committee gave a sigh of
relief, thinking that one knotty problem had been solved. In-
dividually I publicly and heartily complimented the gentleman
who said that as a candid, intelligent, and patriotic citizen.
But within a fortnight he returned and took back all he had
said about taking the tariff off leather and the produncts of
leather, but he stuck to free hides for dear life. I think almost
every member of the committee felt the disgust which I voiced
by withdrawing my previous compliment as publicly as I had
bestowed it. The modern reading of the old saying, * Put not
your faith in princes,” should be “ Put not your faith in Massa-
chusetts Republican manufacturers of shoes.”

I am not complaining about the nonappearance before the
committee of what the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, BoureLL]
felicitously denominates ‘the ultimate consumer.” The rea-
sons why he did not appear are: (1) In the beginning the pub-
lic looked upon the hearings as a stupendous confidence game;
(2) while that feeling wore off to some extent after Mr. Chair-
man PAYNE publicly extended an invitation to all who had
cpinions to express to come forward, scarcely one representative

of the great body of ultimate consumers appeared, because each
one felt that the possibility of having his tariff burden substan-
tially reduced were so remote that he did not think it worth
traveling expenses, hotel bills, neglect of business, and loss of
time. That applies to the fairly well-to-do ultimate consumer.
It goes without saying that millions of ultimate consumers had
not the wherewithal to foot the bills for a trip to Washington,
and other millions who could scrape together the expense money
could not afford to use it in that way, so that the ultimate con-
sumer really speaks in these hearings only through gquestions
propounded by members of the committee in an honest endeavor
to ascertain the fruth. Most of the cross firing among wit-
nesses was where one set of protected manufacturers fell afoul
of another, growing out of two facts: (1) That the tariff pie was
not evenly distributed and each one wanted the biggest piece.
Not more than half a dozen of them suggested that things be
evened up by reducing their own tariff, but almost every one
that saw anybody else more highly protected than himself
wanted the leveling process to consist of raising his tariff to
the maximum; (2) that what is one man's finished product is
another man’s raw material, which produced clashes among
some of the protected classes. For instance, neither Richard
Cobden, Sir Robert Peel, John Bright, Henry George, nor Tom
Johnson could yell more lustily for free trade on raw materials
than the New England Republican tariff reformers, while, on
the other hand, neither Benjamin Disraeli, Horace Greeley,
Henry C. Cary, “ Pig Iron " Kelley, Joseph Chamberlain, nor the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpxeY] could yell louder for
a prohibitive tariff on their manufactured products.

The situation in which the Ways and Means Committee found
itself was unprecedented. Both parties claimed in platforms, in
the public press, and on the stump during the late canvass to
be in favor of reducing the tariff rates of the Dingley bill. Of
course the Republican platform was equivocal and might be
construed to mean either revision up or revision down. Judge
Taft in his speeches construed it to mean revision down; but
nevertheless many benighted Republicans did not believe he was
candid, for they boldly came before the committee after the
election asserting that the platform declared in favor of raising
the tariff rates, and that they were here to demand their pound
of flesh, It is no part of my duty to defend standpatters, but
as their platform was equivocal I submit that they had as much
right and as great a license to construe it to mean revision up
as the President had to construe it to mean revision down. In
fact, during the ecampaign it was conveniently construed one
way in one portion of the country and the other way in another,
owing to the exigencies of the occasion.

But as most of the Republican members of the committee
came at last to construe it into revision downward, and as the
Democratic members so construed it, the statement is true that
both the majority and minority members, always excepting the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY], were more or less in
favor of a downward revision, with many differences, of course,
as to how far downward we should go in the revision. That
being the case, the part of wisdom and of patriotism would have
been for all the members to have collaborated in the work of
preparing the bill after the hearings closed. We are all Ameri-
can citizens, equally interested in the prosperity, glory, and hap-
piness of a mighty people. Not one of us had the slightest desire
to injure in any way or to any extent whatsoever any legitimate
American industry. He would be an idiot if he did.

In addition to the peculiar coincidence of both parties being
under orders to revise the tariff downward, we all were stared
in the face by a large and increasing deficiency in the revenues,
a deficiency which the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr., TAWNEY],
chairman of the great Committee on Appropriations in the last
two Congresses, and no doubt destined for that high position
in this Congress, has declared might reach $150,000,000 at
the close of the fiscal year ending June 80, 1909. That is the
sad predicament to which the much-vaunted Dingley bill has
brought us. There are only three ways known among men by
which a deficiency may be cured: (1) Cut down expenses, (2)
increase taxes, and (3) issue bonds. Really the issue of bonds is
no remedy at all. That simply postpones the evil day, for they
must be paid, principal and interest, at last. Taxes should
never be inereased where it is possible to avoid it. Cutting
down appropriations, where it can be done without stinting the
Government in any of its proper functions, is the most proper
remedy for a deficiency; but our Republican brethren seem ut-
terly incapable of cutting down appropriations. We favor that
remedy on the old Jeffersonian principle of * Economy in the
public expense that labor may be lightly burdened.” So, as
the Republicans can not economize and as they are in the ma-
jority, the Committee on Ways and Means was under compul-
sion to somehow increase the revenues by about §150,000,000
per annum. Now, taking the whole situation into account,
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when the tariff hearings closed, the wise and patriotic thing
for the Republican members to have done would have been to
invite the Democrats to join in preparing the bill. I feel ab-
solutely certain that I am right about that. We would gladly
have aided them in their investigations, meditations, and con-
clusions. We are all American citzens. We are interested in
the public weal fully as much as they are. This is our coun-
try as much as theirs. It is the country—God be praised!
where our children and our children’s children will dwell with
their descendants to the last syllable of recorded time.

In such joint work no man could have gotten into the bill or
out of it all that he desired. I will go bond for the proposition
that no reputable man, not even Mr. Chairman PaywnE, will
stand up in the light of day and assert that this bill con-
tains everything he desired or that it does not contain certain
undesirable things. There was no danger of our outvoting
them, for they had 12 members to our 6, our seventh Demo-
cratic member, Mr. Granger, of Rhode Island, being absent by
reason of the sickness of which he died. But we might by
mutual concessions have agreed on all the items, or at least a
large part of them, for let it not be forgotten that the tariff
bill of 1857 was passed by the consent of all parties and prac-
tically without opposition. Had we agreed in whole, or even
in part, it would have greatly expedited the passage of the bill,
thereby shortening the business suspense now pervading the
land.

But the idea of collaboration did not appeal to our brethren.
On the contrary, they concluded to segregate themselves and to
go it alone—as they had a perfect right to do—but I ean not
refrain from philosophizing a little on what might have been,
and perhaps before the moon waxes and wanes again others
will philosophize about it also. After nearly thrée months of
hard labor, for I know it was hard, exhausting labor, they
introduced their bill into the House shortly after 12 o'clock
noon on Wednesday, March 17, up to which time no Democratic
member had set eyes on it or had the remotest idea of what it
contained except by merest guesswork. At moon Thursday,
March 18, the whole committee, Democrats and Iepublicans,
were called together and, in precisely twelve minutes, without
a moment’'s discussion and without even reading the title, it
was reported back to the House just as it was introduced by
Mr. Chairman PAyxE the day before.

If a prolonged debate ensues, if the business agony is eon-
tinued for weeks or even months, it is well to remember that
the blame should rest upon the Republican members of the
committee and net upon the Democratic members.

The Payne bill contains divers things which should have been
omitted and omits divers things which it should have contained.
As confessedly its chief purpose is to increase the revenues, it
would appear to have been the part of wisdom to have made
both the increases and the decreases in rates to that end, and
to that end alone. There is absolutely no question of free
trade involved in this revision. It is, or should be, wholly a
question of raising a certain amount of revenue from customs
duties in a manner the most eguitable which the combined
wisdom and patriotism of Congress could devise.

In the present posture of affairs every approximately pro-
hibitive rate ought to be cut to a revenue basis. There are
many of them in the Dingley bill, a large portion of which are
retained in the Payne bill. For example, in the Dingley bill
the rate on steel rails is $7.84 per ton, which everybody knows
is practically prohibitive. The Payne bill cuts that rate in two,
in the middle, and its authors can say: “ Behold, we are genuine
tariff reformers. See how much we reduced the tariff on steel
rails!” But the truth is that in practice the Payne rate of
£3.92 per ton on steel rails will prove just as prohibitive as the
Dingley rate of $7.84. The greatest ironmaster that ever lived,
who made more money out of iron and steel than any other of
the multitudinous sons of Adam, Andrew Carnegie, speaking
as a protectionist—as a protectionist, mark you—says that
there is no tariff needed on steel rails, even from a protection-
ist’s view point, and on the steel-rail question I pin my faith to
the “ Laird of 8kibo.”

Every man has a theory as to how tariff bills should be built,
and yet nobody ever has adhered strictly to a theory in framing
one, and what is more, nobody ever will

A purely revenue tariff is one levied on articles which we do
not produce at all; but even Robert J. Walker, who was an ex-
ceedingly able and brilliant man, the chief proponent of a tariff
for revenue in America, in preparing his tariff bill did not stick
to his own theory absolutely, for he put coffee and tea on the
free list. That is my recollection about it. Many makers of
tariff bills are high protectionists, yet they place good revenue
producers on the free list. Even the framers of the Payne bill
do that, just as their predecessors did in the McKinley and
Dingley bills. If I had carte blanche to make a tariff bill,

and there was not any tariff bill on the statute books at
all, and I was confronted with the necessity of raising
$250,000,000 out of a tariff, I would get up a revenue bill scien-
tific in every respect. But habit has something to do with it
People get used to a thing and they prefer it that way. Men
quarrel about a revenue tariff and a protective tariff frequently
when the quarrel really is a disagreement about terms. One
man will say that he is in favor of a protective tariff, and per-
haps he does not know anything about what he 18 talking
about; and another man will say, “ No; I am not in mvor of a
protective tariff; I am in favor of a revenue tariff;” and per-

;hggsthe, too, does not know anything about what he is talkl.ng

u

I will tell you the truth about revenue tariff and protective
tariff very briefly. Up to a certain point on any article that
is made in the United States, as well as abroad, a tariff rate
is both a revenue rate and a protective rate, and no human be-
ing ever had or can have the ingenuity to separate them. It
is an impossibility in nature. For instance, I might say that
I am in favor of putting a 25-cent rate on a certain article for
the purposes of revenue, and my friend from Michigan [Mr.
ForpNEY] might say that he is in favor of putting a 25-cent
rate on the same thing as protection. The upshot of it would
be that I would get my revenue and the gentleman from Mich-
igan vgould get his protection, whether I wanted him to have it
or no

Revenue rates and protection rates run side by side up to the
point where the tariff rate begins to be prohibitive in its nature;
then I go down one pathway and the gentleman from Michigan
goes down another.

Of course I am not the official adviser of the Republican
party. It may be very unfortunate that I am not, but I am not.
[Laughter.] I believe that the Republicans made two tactical
mistakes about the tariff very lately.

I know and you know, and there is no concealment about
that, that about two-thirds of all the Republicans are in favor
of a prohibitive tariff. They are very close to it, anyway.
About one-third of them are tariff reformers down, varying
all the way from somebody that would agree with me in the
Republican party to a man that would come mighty near
agreeing with the gentleman from Michigan. “ One star dif-
fereth from another in glory,” so with advocates of tariff reform.

Here are the Republican tactical mistakes. The chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee let us scare him last year into
malking on the floor of this House in the last Congress the decla-
ration that he did make—that he violated no confidence in say-
ing that they were going to revise the tariff and that he was in
favor of a maximum and a minimum. I say that we absolutely
scared him into it.

The second mistake, tactically, that the Republicans made
was putting those two propositions into their platform. They
put them in there because we had scared them out of their
wits. The reason that I say that they made tactical mis-
takes is that I believe recent events show you could have beaten
us anyhow at the general élection. [Laughter.] I will tell
you what would have done it: The immense and widespread
popularity of Theodore Roosevelt. [Applause.] I never had
any delusions about that man and about his influence. But he
has gone. Some of you Republicans wish he would never come
back. [Laughter and applause.] All that I regret is that he
left at all [applause], because if he had stayed here, you would
have been in such a row in less than ninety days that you
would not have known whether you were Republicans or Demo-
crats. [Laughter.]

The historian of our times will record as Mr. Roosevelt's
highest honor that he refused a third term when he had it in
his grasp. These hints are made in the friendliest way.

I stated what happened the first five or six days in that
committee. But after we commenced swatting these witnesses
we did swat them, and several Republican members of the Ways
and Means Committee came over and helped us. I want to be
fair. The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee knows
more about the tariff schedules than any man on top of the
ground. [Applause on the Republican side.] I think his con-
clusions are frequently erroneous; his theory bad; but he knows
more about exports and imports, and he knows more about what
the tariff rates have been, and I sat here yesterday and listened
to him saying that he had been here twenty years making tariff
bills on this committee. Good heavens! What a set of lies that
man must have heard in those twenty years! [Laughter.] If
he would make himself up an Ananias Club [laughter] from the
witnesses that he has heard testify on the subject of the tariff
as to four great tariff bills, no building in the United States,
not even the great convention hall in Kansas City, would hold
them. [Laughter.]

When they commenced the hearings, men came in here and, in
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order to make out a case to get another grab, would commence
lying as to the imports and as to what the general production
was. Every time a man did that, he rubbed the hair the wrong
way on the hide of the chairman, and he went after him
without gloves, and he roared at him like a Numidian lion.
[Laughter.]

One other word about the chairman that I did not say at the
place I wanted to say it. I advise all new Members here, on
both sides, that he is not as bad tempered a man as he seems to
be. [Laughter and applause.] I thought for several years he
was one of the worst-tempered men I ever knew; and to be per-
fectly plain about it, I made up my mind that if I ever got him
into exactly the right situation I proposed to go after him in
the most approved style I could command. [Laughter.] After
I had been put on the Ways and Means Committee, however, I
had been up in New England lecturing, and when I got into the
ear in New York the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE]
was there, and he talked to me all the way down to Washing-
ton. He did most of the talking, and I was glad he did. No
man ever treated me more kindly and there is no kinder-hearted
man in the world than he. [Applause.] By the way, he is one
of the best story tellers in Washington. [Laughter.] I never
had a more delightful four or five hours, because it was a stream
of reminiscences of William M. Evarts, Roscoe Conkling, Gov-
ernor Morgan, Horace Greeley, William H. Seward, Thurlow
Weed, and other great worthies whom he knew in his youth.
Some would think he was a regular fire eater from the head-
waters of Bitter Creek. [Laughter.] But he ean hardly make
me mad by sawing me off at the knees, as he frequently has, be-
cause I know him. [Laughter.] My judgment is that if he was
provoked, he would saw the Twelve Apostles off at the knees.
I say this much to clear up the ill feeling there has been.

Now, every Republican on that committee I can say this much
truthfully of, and that is, that they helped us out in the direc-
tion of asking questions looking to lowering the tariff, except
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNeEY]. [Laughter.]
They did it in varying degrees. My friend from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Darzrrr] took precious little interest in that kind of thing.
[Langhter.] The gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Garxes],
I think, was second in rank as to being a stand-patter with the
gentleman from Michigan, but Mr. Hmn of Connecticut, Mr.
McCarrn of Massachusetts, Mr, CRUMPACKER, Mr. LoNGWORTH, and
Judge CarprraEAD, when you would keep off hides and wools
[laughter], and nearly all the rest helped us some. That much
ought to be said in truth. It did not make any difference what
they were trying to get, whether they were in favor of a high
tariff or getting it higher, the gentleman from Michigan helped
them out. I take off my hat to him. [Laughter.] There is
no concealment about him. He was always on hand with “ first
aids to the wounded.” [Laughter.] Whenever we pounded
one of these prohibitive tariff advocates into a hole, the gentle-
man from Michigan immediately set about prizing him out, on
the theory, no doubt, that every man has the right to prize
his own ox out of a ditch and every man has the right to take
care of his own donkey. [Laughter.] As a fighter he beats the
game cock. [Laughter.] Neither Leonidas at the pass nor
Horatius at the bridge is a marker to him, [Laughter.] The
only counterpart for him was that glorious band which as-
cended to immortal glory from the Alamo. If consistency is a
virtue, my brother ForpNEY is the most virtuous of men, for he
never lowered his erest or furled his colors.

If the gentleman from Michigan had the great privilege of

writing a tariff bill, it would be short if not sweet. It would
contain just one sentence and be this: “ Where any article ean
be produced in the United States, its like shall not be imported
into the United States” [Great laughter.]

President Taft had declared in favor of a revision of the
tariff downward. Your platform, while it was equivoeal, as
was the chairman’s statement here last year, was construed in
agricultural districts to mean a tariff revision downward, and
the truth is the Republican party played both ends against the
middle in that eampaign, a remark that some of you can under-
stand. [Laughter.]

The Globe-Democrat and the Kansas City Star, great Re-
publican papers, day after day and week after week, said:
“Why, there is no difference between the Democrats and the
Republicans on the tariff question. Both sides want it revised
down, so what is the use in guarreling about that?”

Here is the thing that surprises me most about this bill:
Judging from the hearings—and it will be very illuminating
for any man to read those hearings—judging from the hearings,
especially in the last days of them, I believed that they would
bring in a tariff bill that would revise downward sure enough,
but they did not do it.

The most easily understood portion of this bill is the anthor-
ization to issue $250,000,000 of 3 per cent bonds during any one

year, to run for one year. That process can be kept up per-
petually, which means a permanent increase of the
bonded debt by $250:000,000. This in a time of profound peace.
The framers of the Payne bill do not use the unpopular word
“bond;” they use the more euphonious word * certificate.”
But they. are precisely the same. This bond provision proves
beyond doubt that the Republican managers do not believe this
bill will produce sufficient revenues and are fixing to issue bonds
to supply the deficiency.

I want to read you just one fact to begin with. Here is
a government publication stating the estimated revenues. It
seemed to me that the chairman of the committee got mad at
somebody in one of the days of his speech, because somebody
called his attention to a fact stated on the last page of this
document. Now, recollect that this is prepared by William W.
Evans, assistant clerk, with the assistance of government ex-
perts. They figured it out that the average rates under the
Dingley bill are 44.16 per cent, while under the Payne bill—and
I am afraid that the gentleman from New York [Mr. PaynE]
has attained “ the bad eminence,” to use Milton's phrase, of in-
troducing into the House the very worst tariff bill that ever was
introduced into it—the average rates are 45.72 per cent; that
is, on an average 1.56 per cent worse than the Dingley bill,
Now, this is a government publication. I want to restate the
figures, so that you can carry them in your head until your
dying day. The average rates on the Dingley bill, about which
people were complaining and from which they wanted relief,
were 44.16 per cent, and the average rates under the Payne bill
are 45.72 per cent, making the average rates of the Payne bill
1.56 per cent higher than the average rates of the Dingley bill
That one fact alone is enough to damn the Payne bill.

No amount of bad temper, no amount of bluster, will conceal
that concrete fact from the attention of the American people.
The other day the chairman criticised the report that we had
gotten up. We only had four days to get up the report, and we
would have died of apoplexy or vertige or something else if
we had tried to figure out these new rates.

It used to be said of James Buchanan, who carried his head
on one side, that he did so because he was longsighted in one

eye and nearsighted in the other. I do not know as to the truth’

of that, but the optical apparatus of the chairman is regulated
on even a stranger plan. He could see a small screw or a
horseshoe nail in that report, or any mistake about it, as far
as a hawk could see a chicken, but when he came to read
the sentence where we declared uneguivocally that we are in
favor of repealing the countervailing duty on petroleum he was
as blind as a belfry full of bats. [Laughter and applause.]

We say in the report—and I say here, and I dare any man to
contradict it—that while there are many reductions in this bill
the most of them are more apparent than real. They do not
amount to anything. Take certain articles and they cut the
tariff half in two, and yet there is as much protection on that
article as there ever was, because the rate which they retain in
the Payne bill is still absolutely prohibitive.

The chairman made a very sirange statement here yesterday.
Somebody asked him what they put hides on the free list for.
I have not had time to read his speech in the Rrcorp, but the
Washington Post says that his answer to the question was that
hides were put on the free list because hides are raw material
and that there ought not to be a tariff on raw material.

I do not know whether he said it that way or not, but that is
the way it is quoted. I beg leave to ask a question or two.
There is no doubt about hides being raw material for the tanner,
but what about wool? Is not wool as much of a raw material
for the first man that gets hold of it in the manufacture as
hides, and yet the tariff on wool is not changed at all in this
bill, except carpet wool, and there is not a pound of carpet wool
produced in the United States.

1 want to say a few words about raw material, Bear in mind
that what is one man's raw material is another man’s finished
pr(lulnct, just as truly as what is one man’s meat is another man’s
poison.

I will illustrate it: Wool in the grease is the finished product
of the man who owns the sheep, but it is raw material to the
man who is going to make scoured wool.

Now, I want to state, because I am going to talk mostly ubout
wool and woolen goods, there is wool in the grease, which means
wool clipped off the sheep without doing anything to it. Then
there is washed wool, which means wool washed while still on
the sheep’s back. Then there is scoured wool, which is the first
step in the manufacture; then tops is the second step in manu-
facturing the raw material of the yarn spinner. Then there
is yarn, a still higher step, which is the raw material of the
cloth weaver, and then the finished cloth, which is the raw
material of the tailor and the manufacturer of ready- made
clothing, the final step.
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The wool in the grease is the sheepman’s finished product,
but it is the raw material of the scoured-wool man. The
scoured wool is the raw material of the man that makes the
tops, but it is the finished product of the scoured-wool man.
The tops are the raw material of the man that spins the yarn,
but it is the finished product of the man that makes the tops.
Yarn is the raw material of the man that makes the cloth, but
it is the finished product of the man that makes the yarn, and
the finished cloth is the raw material of the tailor, the dress-
maker, and the manufacturer of ready-made clothing for men,
women, and children. It is like the story of the “ House that
Jack Built.”

I am not engaged at this time in making a tariff bill; T have
not been commissioned to do so, but that is a fair illustration
of it.

A politieal remark about free raw material may be apropos.
There has been a great hullabaloo in later days about free raw
material being the Democratic doctrine. It is not true at all
I will tell you what it was. Henry Clay said, in the greatest
speech ever made in America in favor of a high protective tariff
system—and, by the way, if he and Alexander Hamilton could
get hold of these schedules of woolen manufactures, or hear of
them, they would turn over in their graves and curse the day
on which they ever advocated the system. [Applause,] Dut,
in the greatest speech ever made in America in favor of a high
protective tariff system Henry Clay put down free raw ma-
terials as one of the four means of working protection. That
statement can not be denied. There is no sort of objection to
any man’s advocating free raw material if he desires, but he
ought to give the correct reason for so doing.

The Republican members of the Ways and Means Committee
offer a great boon to the American people in the sugar schedule
by cutting the tariff on refined sugar from 1.95 cents per pound
down to 1.90 cents, a cut down of five one-hundredths of 1
cent per pound. That is represented as a great blessing to the
American consumer; and, by the way, one thing that happened
in these hearings is that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Bourterr] added a new phrase to the American vernacular, and
that is * the ultimate consumer.” That phrase will live. Happy
is the phrase maker! Half of Grover Cleveland’'s success in
the world depended on the fact that he could turn a goed
phrase,

The newspapers say that one of the members of the committee
described that reduction of five one-hundredths of 1 cent on
a pound of refined sugar as a blow between the eyes of the
sugar trust. It seems to me it was a love lick. When the sugar
trust received that tremendous blow between the eyes, instead
of seeing stars, which is the usual result of a blow between
the eyes, it saw a stream of gold like unto the river Pactolus,
flowing into its coffers every year during the life of the Payne
tariff bill. [Applause on the Democratic side.] That is what
it saw—enabling it to pile up more millions of ill-gotten gains
which it does not need. The average consumption of sugar in
the United States is about 80 pounds per capita per annum, so
that a man must eat sugar at the top of his speed for fifteen
months in order to find an additional nickel in his pocket at the
end of that time, and if he loses a day out of the whole fifteen
months he will not be able to get the nickel. Why this remarka-
ble tenderness for the sugar trust? It receives a rake-off of
26 cents on every hundred pounds of refined sugar. It is not
only a trust, but it is a eriminal. Two or three weeks ago the
United States Government recovered against it a judgment for
a little more than $134,000 for swindling in false weights, and
the Government has lawsuits pending against it now for the
same thing amounting to over $3,000,000, and every man engaged
in that swindling transaction ought to be in the penitentiary
[applause on the Democratic side], unless, as some people assert
and more believe, there is one punishment for a small thief and
a more lenient punishment for a big thief.

The same old “ joker” on petroleum is in the Payne bill—
ostensibly on the free list but in reality a protective tariff of
between 150 and 250 per cent. I do not know whether we are
going to get a chance to amend this bill or not. I hope we will;
and if we do, I will risk my head on the proposition that that
rountervailing duty on petroleum goes out. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

You can not discuss everything in one speech. I am not
going to undertake to go over the whole tariff bill like my friend
the chairman did, and I repeat, I am not criticising him for
that at all. Let us now take the gquestion of boots and shoes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman passes
from the countervailing duty on petrolenm, I will ask him if he
will permit me to ask him a guestion?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Certainly.

Mr. SCOTT. Those of us who represent districts in which
there are large independent petroleum-producing interests have

received a great many letters and publications urging us to
insist upon the countervailing duty on petroleum on the ground
that the very life of the independent petroleum-producing inter-
ests depends upon it, The argument is that the Standard Oil
Company is a refining industry; that it is a purchaser of raw
petroleum ; that it produces only about 20 per cent of the petro-
leum it uses and buys 80 per cent; that it would really be to
the advantage of the Standard Oil Company to be able to buy
raw petrolenm and import it into this country without any
duty; and I should like the opinion of the gentleman from
Missouri upon the soundness of that argument from the stand-
point of the independent petroleum proeducer.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think it is all a humbug; that is
what I think. I do not want to stop with that answer, however.
The situation about the production of petroleum in the United
Sates is this: The gentleman from Kansas [Mr, Scorr] stated
it substantially, although I will state it in another way. He
says the Standard Oil Company produces only 20 per cent of the
crude oil it uses and buys the other SO per cent. I take it that
that is about right, and for the purpose of this argument I am
willing to accept those figures.

I will tell you what the Standard Oil Company does. Year
by year it produces less and less crude oil. I think that is true.
It develops very few fields. It has too much sense. It has
learned a great deal. What it does not know about making
money out of petroleum would not make one page of a primer.
It permits the gentleman from Kansas and myself and the rest
of us to go out hunting for oil fields, boring holes in the ground
at our own expense, and when we have discovered a rich field
it comes in and takes possession of it at its own figure. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] It does not waste any money
boring dry holes in the ground. I was fool enough to sink
some money out in Utah in a mining venture; but understand
what this company does, it does not risk its money very largely
in developing fields or in discovery work, but it sits back in its
lair and waits for you and me and the rest of us to go and
spend our money in boring holes in the ground, and then when
we have done that and discovered the finest oil wells in the
world it says, “ You take our price or we will put you out of

business.,” [Applause on the Democratic side.] And you have
to take it. The risk is ours, but the profits are grabbed by
Standard Oil.

Mr. STANLEY.
tion right there? y

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; certainly.

Mr. STANLEY. As I understand it, the Standard Oil Com-
pany does not purchase 80 per cent of its petrolenm in the sense
that it buys that amount at so much a gallon, but it forces the
discoverer of an oil well to pipe his oil into its refineries and
then arbitrarily fixes the price which it pays for that oil. The
producer does not sell his oil in the open market, with the
Standard Oil Company buying against any other competitor.
The Standard Oil Company takes the oil and pays such sum as
it pleases,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; that is absolutely true. The
Standard Oil Company fixes the price that it pays for the crude
oil. But there is a good deal more of it. It absolutely fixes
the price at which kerosene shall be sold to the consumer, Mr.
BouTterLy's ultimate consumer.

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield for an interruption?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would be glad to do so.

Mr. HARDY. Is it not a fact that in the hope of enabling
some independent production the State of Kansas has passed
a general law by which the Standard Oil Company, if it reduces
the price in one community of their oil product, is required to
reduce it likewise all over the State, and that under the opera-
tion of that law Kansas has some independent refineries, while
the balance of the country without such a law has and can have
no independent refineries?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well, I do not know about that.

Mr. SCOTT. Will the gentleman from Missouri allow me to
answer?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will.

Mr, SCOTT. I am glad to have the opportunity of saying
that under the legislation which the gentleman from Texas has
very accurately defined there are now some 9 or 10 inde-
pendent oil refineries—18, my colleague corrects me—in Kan-
gas that are doing a good business and succeeding with it, And
while I am interrupting the gentleman I should like to press
my former question upon him, because I am anxious, not from
a controversial standpoint, but because I have great respect for
his judgment, to get his opinion upon it. The understanding
which is brought to us from our independent oil producers is
that the Standard Oil Company is just as much interested in
free raw petroleum as the sugar company is in the introduction
into this country of free sugar.

Will the gentleman yield for an interrup-
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The only interest the sugar trust has is in refined sugar, and
therefore the only tariff in which it is interested is a tariff upon
refined sugar. It is argued similarly that the only interest the
Standard Oil Company has, or at least its chief interest, is re-
fined oil, and therefore the only way in which it is interested is
in the duty upon refined oil. It is that argument on which I
should like to have the judgment of the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will answer——

Mr. HARDY. I am glad this matter has been injected so we
will get a presentation of the entire matter. The suggestion has
been made that if the Kansas law were extended by congres-
sional law to interstate transactions then there would be
an opportunity for independent production of refined oil, but
that without that national law, or the same law in each State,
the Standard Oil Company taxes us what it will, buys our prod-
uct of crude oil at what it proposes to give, and sells the finished
product at what price it fixes regardless of free importation,
unless under that importation a strong firm from the outside
world may enter into competition in selling to the home con-
sumer and sell the finished product a little cheaper than the
Standard Oil Company is willing to do. And shounld we not
have an interstate, congressional law like the Kansas law?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. These gquestions are all right. I
will state what I think in answer to the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. Scorr]. I know Kansas has had a great deal of trou-
ble with the Standard Oil Company. I remember that the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Campserr] infroduced all sorts of
resolutions here about it. If the Standard Oil Company, in my
judgment, was not the greatest beneficiary of this business, if I
did not believe that it was practically the only beneficiary, I
would not object to the ernde-cil producers getting a revenue
tariff as far as it goes. I repeat, this bill fixes a prohibitive
rate on petrolemm. I am not opposed to a revenue tariff or a
high revenne tariff upon any article. There is one article that
I always insist on being on the free list, and that is salt, because
it is a hereditary Missouri docirine. One of the greatest men
that ever sat in the Senate of the United States was Thomas H.
Benton. I believe he was the greatest constructive statesman
of that age. He fought for twenty-six years to have salt put on
the free list. He succeeded, and President Roosevelt said he
deserved the greatest credit for doing it. When Benton got
salt on the free list, he said in his pompous way that he
imagined he could hear the flocks and herds on a thousand hills
bellowing out their love aud gratitude to him for it, and they
would have done it if they had known what he had done for
them. Outside of salt and a few other prime necessaries of
life I would agree with anybody about a revenue tariff, except,
as I say, habit ought to be taken into consideration when you
are simply patching up a tariff bill.

People have become used to one thing being on the free list that
might as well be on the tariff list, and because they have been
in the habit of having it there they want to keep it there. TFor
instance, there is not a bit more sense from a revenue stand-
point in keeping coffee off of the tariff list—and I am coming
to coffee directly—than there is in keeping any other necessary
of life off. But it has been on the free list so long that peo-
ple have become used to it. If I could be convinced that the
revenue fariff on erude petroleum would help the producers of
crude petrolenm—that is, if they would get the benefit of if,
at the same time raising revenue for the Government, and the
Standard Oil Company would not get the benefit—I would vote
for it. [Applause.]

M:. SCOTT. Will the gentleman permit another question
now?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not object to a question that
is pertinent. ]

Mr. SCOTT. The gentleman is very kind. I should like the
gentleman to give us his reasons for believing that the Standard
0Oil Company is the chief beneficiary of this duty, or even of a
revenue duty that might be laid direetly on erude oil, remem-
bering what seems to be admitted as substantially the fact, that
the Standard Oil Company produces 80 per cent of the refined
oil in this country, and that it buys 80 per cent of the raw
petrolenm that it uses.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, the trouble about the gen-
tleman’s sitnation and statement is that the Standard Oil Com-
pany compels the producer to take its price, and then it com-
pels the consumer of oil to pay its price; and I give it with-
out any fear whatever, that the Standard Oil Company is the
greatest marauder that the sun ever looked down upon in six
thousand years. [Applause.]

Mr. SCOTT. Would that condition be changed by eliminat-
ing this countervailing duty?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think it would.

Mr. SCOTT. Will the gentleman show us how?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why, certainly, If they put up

the price of refined oil too high, somebody else would ship re-
fined ofl in here. [Applause.]

Mpr, SIMS, Will the gentleman allow me a gquestion right there?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is all right. I am not ob-
jecting.

Mr, SIMS. As a choice betsween evilg, would it not be better
to repeal all countervailing duty and to put a straight ad
valorem duty on petroleum oil of 20 or 25 per cent rather than
to pass this bill as it is?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why, eminently better. I thank

the gentleman for asking me that question. A straight revenue
tariff of 15, 20, or 25 per cent, whatever the wisdom of the
Congress thought, on petroleum would be an honest perform-
ance. But this countervailing duty is simply a dodge. [Ap-
plause.]
- Now, one other thing while I am at it. I have no disposition
to abuse the Standard Oil Company or anybody else. It is
best taken care of of anything in this bill [applause], not only
by that countervailing duty, but there is another thing that
takes care of it; and while I am not going to discuss drawbacks
much, I am going to tell you what that contains.

Under this drawback provision, a man that manufactures
stuff out of foreign material gets back 99 per cent of the tariff
he has paid on that stuff when it is shipped out. The biggest
user of tin plate in the United States, or in the world, is the
Standard Oil Company. It does not use American tin plate.
It uses foreign tin plate to make its cans for the foreign trade,
and then gets 99 per cent of the tariff on that tin plate returned.
[Loud applause.] - Now, here you are in this bill giving it
from 150 to 250 per cent on oil, and then giving to it tin plate
practically free. [Renewed applause.] I will not stand for
any such performance., Remember that while Standard Oil gets
in its foreign tin plate for foreign export practically duty free,
the rest of us have to pay a stiff tariff on all the tin plate
which we use.

While I am at it, I want to make one remark here, as I may
forget it if I do not make it at this time.

I understand perfectly well that any man who stands here
for a revision of the tariff downward will be lambasted all
over the country as a free trader. If they think anybody is
going to be scared about that, they may just as well haul
in their horns. I can take the hearings and prove that my
friend from Connecticut [Mr. Hrrr], of whom I am very fond,
is a free trader in spots. [Laughter.] I can prove the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr, CrumMpPAckER] is. I can prove that
practically all of them are, except the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. ForoxEY]. [Laughter.] Why, even the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] was opposed to raising the
tariff on peanuts. [Laughter.] Here is the strange thing about
it: The Republican members of the Ways and Means Committee
can put hides on the free list, losing $3,000,000 of revenue, with-
out being jumped on as being free traders, except by one paper.

The American Economist is just as certain to dance a jig
on them about that as anything in the world. It put the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. PAyxe] and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Daczerr] in a list of free traders about the
Cuban reciprocity bill. Now, only think of that. It clapped
President Taft and ex-President Roosevelt both in the list of
free traders because they advocated buying ships where they
could buy them cheapest to keep our manufacturers from goug-
ing about Panama supplies,

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Pay~Ee] stood up in one
breath and boasted on the floor of the House and in his report
about things that he put upon the free list, and yet he expects
to escape the condemnation of being branded as a “ free trader.”

I repeat the statement that I made to the gentleman from
Kansas a while ago. I do not object to a good, stiff revenue
tariff on anything except salt and a few other prime necessaries
of life.

Of course, everybody stands around and asks what I think
about zinc. I think the very same thing about zinc that I do
about every other article of common consumption in the United
States. If it turns out on investigation that a cent a pound is
a good revenue tariff on zine, I am going to vote for it; and if it
turns out that it is a prohibitive tariff, or anywhere in the neigh-
borhood of that, I am going to vote against it. [Applause.]
I am in favor of a revenue tariff, and dead against a prohibitive
tariff or anything approximating thereto.

1 want to announce a general principle, and that is that T will
not help any living human being oppress the great masses of the
people of thisg country. [Loud applause.] I do not care a straw
whether they come from Maine or from Missouri, all public plun-
derers look alike to me. [Loud applause.]

I may go out of public life on account of my conduct about
this tariff bill. Of course I would like very well to stay in this
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‘House, and prefer it to any appointive position whatsoever: but
whenever I do go out, I intend that it shall be with my own
mental integrity unimpaired and my own self-respect intact.
[Loud applause.] There are many things worse than being de-
feated for Congress, and one of them is a cowardly surrender to
“the interests,” as they are called. I have done honestly and
courageously what I thought would benefit the great body of the
people, and I have no apology to offer for so doing.

Now, I will tell yon about this zine tariff business. During
the campaign my friend the Speaker—and notwithstanding what
has been happening and what may happen, and a good deal may
happen, I am his personal friend, and barring some little irrita-
tion and subirritation I suppose he is mine—during the cam-
paign he went down through Missouri and made three or four
speeches in the extreme southeastern part of my distriet from
the tail end of a sleeper. I was glad he did. But his objective
point was Joplin.

His speech was reported in full in the columns of his personal
and political friend, the Globe-Democrat. I could not find the
paper, but I ean repeat part of that speech nearly verbatim, be-
cause I will never forget it as long as I live; and if I do not
state it correctly, he can correct me, as he is doing me the honor
to listen to me now. He was speaking at Joplin. He said:

My fellow-citizens, here is the situation: If a Republican House is
elected, I will be Speaker.

That much of his prophecy was true.

If the Democrats elect the House, Mr. CLARK will be Speaker.

I do not know whether that was true or not, but I think if
we had had a Democratic House and the election had been held
twenty days ago, I would have been. Maybe I may be yet.
[Laughter and applause.] Then the Speaker proceeded to pay
me a very high compliment, for which I am his debtor, and I
have paid him many. He said that I had every qualification
for Speaker except my politics. [Laughter.] I think he =aid
my political system was about as bad as that of any man he
knew. Then he said:

A vote for Mr. MorcAx is a vote for me.

Mr. MorcAN was the Republican candidate for Congress in
that distriet. He said that a vote for Mr., Hackney is a vote
for Mr. Crark; a vote for Mr. MorcAN means a tariff on zinc;
a vote for Mr. Hackney means none. As nearly as I can recol-
lect, that is the substance of what he said. I do not object to
his having made that speech. I am not criticising it. Some
people have a fool notion——

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. CANNON. As the gentleman referred to me and my
trip to Joplin and three other districts in that State, I did not
know a great deal about zine——

Mr. CLARK of Missourf. You do not know a great deal
about it yet, do you?

Mr. CANNON. I know some things about it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No doubt.

Mr. CANNON. There is a zinc-reduction plant newly estab-
lished near my city, and I got some information—not from a
zine producer, but a zine purchaser—that I think was reliable.
On that trip, especially at Joplin and Springfield, I met men
who professed to be, and I believe were, of the same faith
politically as the gentleman [Mr. CrArk of Missouri], and I
met Republicans. They said to me that the deep-zine min-
ing had gone out of business; that the rich ore only was being
mined

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If you will allow me to interrupt
you about a gquestion of fact, you have got it turned around
wrong. The rich surface ores have all been worked out, and
they complain about having to go so deep to get them. -

Mr. CANNON. Precisely; and they =said that that deep
mining was giving them smokeless chimneys and idle work-
men. They stated further that since the Dingley bill was en-
acted there had come to be a large production of zinc in Mexico,
which I have reason to believe is true. Being on the free list,
they said it was coming into our markets, and they believed
that it affected their industry. I saw the smokeless chimneys
and what purported to be the idle men. If the gentleman will
allow me one thing further

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Certainly.

Mr. CANNON. I was met with the statement there in print,

and I believe it has not been denied, that Representative Hack-
ney (then Representative but rot now Representative) was
stating to his people that he stood upon the Denver platform,
but that as to zine he had the assurance of Representative PAYNE
and Representative Darzern that on the revision of the tariff

zinc would be properly protected. They said that the Repre-
sentatives mentioned had denied that statement. It was an ex-
ceedingly interesting audience. We had great audiences on that
two days’ trip across the State and back. I stated further that
words were cheap, that they knew in the Joplin district and else-
where in Missouri whether a duty on zinc that came in competi-
tion with their production was necessary. I told them that
action was louder than words; that they being experts, I being
a Member of Congress, if I should be reelected, their action -
would control my vote; that if they sent the message by Repre-
sentative MoreaN (and I laid my hand on his shoulder), that
they being experts believed that zine ore ought to go upon the
protected list, I would take their action and vote accordingly ;
and if they sent Mr. Hackney, I would take their action and
vote accordingly, and that it was up to them. [Laughter and
applause.] Now, that in substance was my speech, and in sub-
stance it was my speech in the district of Mr. Russerr and his
near-by Democratic Representative, passing through the zine and
the lead and the glass districts. Now, those people seemed to
think that glass, lead, and zinc needed protection, I will take
their judgment, after full inquiry, and shall vote for that pro-
tection. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Speaker has made a very in-
teresting statement, but there is no essential difference between
his statement and mine about what he said in Joplin. I have
no doubt he clapped his hand on Mr. MorGAN's shoulder, and he
would haye clapped it on his head if he had had an opportunity.
[Laughter.] What I do say is that the people of the United
States are paying a very high price that we may have the so-
clety of my friend CHARLEY MoreAN in this House. I like the
gentleman from Missouri, Mr. MoreaxN. Everybody calls him
“ CHARLEY " MoRGAN, and no man yet was ever called * Char-
ley " that was not a good fellow. [Laughter.]

TlLe situation as to zinc was this: There was no tariff on
zine jack, which is the ore, but there was a tariff of a cent and
a half on spelter, which is the finished product. I will tell you
what I believe. If the zine people down there had sent some
sensible and truthful men up here to testify before the com-
mittee and tell the truth, and had come with the proposition to
cut that tariff on spelter of a cent and a half a pound in two
and put three-quarters of a cent on ore and three-quarters of a
cent on spelter, it would have been accepted by the committee
without a dissenting voice. They complained that I grilled
them in the Committee on Ways and Means. I did, and I had
a right to.

About two days after the grilling I met them accidentally
in the corridor, and told him that if they had made that propo-
sition there would not have been a dissenting voice, and both
would have been revenue rates and both would have been in
this bill; but they wanted the spelter men to hold the 1} cents
per pound on spelter and, in addition, wanted 1} cents per
pound on ore, notwithstanding they claim that the spelter men
fix the price of zinc ore and that the zine trust of New Jersey
grinds them down. I promised to inform the Attorney-General
about the zine trust of New Jersey, and I am going to do it.

Let us see what these men testified to—and I say now if we
had had the power to swear witnesses before Congress met
and some of the men had sworn the way they testified before
we got to swearing witnesses, I would go before the grand
jury in the District of Columbia and have them indicted for
perjury. :

I want to tell you some of the testimony of Ihlseng, from
New York, and Mitchell, from Pennsylvania, domiciled tem-
porarily in the Joplin district for the purpose of revenue only.
They testified that zinc jack was selling for $35 a ton on the
very day that it sold for $43 a ton. How can you believe men
like that? They undertook to show that zine ore could be
produced in Mexico and gotten to the smelter in Kansas and
Missouri cheaper than the Joplin zinc could be produced. It
is a curious story to tell, but Ihlsing had the colossal cheek
to testify that four Mexican steers, which are not bigger than
your fist and will not weigh over 700 pounds each, could pull a
bigger load up the mountains and down the mountains and
through the sand than two of the biggest and best mules in the
State of Missouri could pull on a gravel road as level as a
floor. [Laughter.]

The chairman [Mr. Pay~e] referred to that yesterday, and
it was just such monumental lying as that that disgusted every-
body with these two men and with a good many others who
appeared. before this committee. Now, if there is anything on
earth that I do know about, it is mules. [Laughter and ap-
plause.] I represent the greatest mule-producing district on
the face of the earth. Mules are not celebrated for grace or
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beauty, but they are exceedingly useful in peace and absolutely
indispensable in war.

There is another thing I know about, and that is good roads.
The finest roads in America are in my district. There is a
stretch of 22 miles of gravel road in my district on which the
national bieycle races were run for years, and I know what two
of the best mules can do on a level road. Down in Joplin they
do not have gravel roads, but they have as fine roads as are
made in the world—made out of the slag of furnaces, and as
smooth as a table.

Another strange thing Ihlsing testified to—and they would
testify to anything to get out of a hole. We asked him about
the expense of four steers pulling a load 40 miles one way
and then back with the empty wagon 40 miles the other. He
said it did not cost anything except the driver's wages. [Laugh-
ter.] I ecan prove that by every man on the committee and by
the hearings. We asked him how that thing could happen,
if they did not have to pay for the feed or take it with them,
and he said no; they lived on cactus along the road. I asked
him if a new erop grew up along the road every night. [Laugh-
ter.] Do you wonder that anybody was disgusted with that
kind of testimony?

Then a lot of preachers got together at Joplin and prayed to
Almighty God for a high tariff, when they ought to have prayed
to “ Unele Joe.” [Laughter and applause.]

I have as much respect for a minister of the gospel as any
man living, and I do not care a straw what church he belougs
to, either. My house is the stopping placé for all sorts of
preachers, Catholic priests and every species of Protestant
preacker indigenous to that soil; and if there were any Jewish
rabbis around there, I would have them as guests. I like to
talk to preachers. The truth is that I have observed this, and
acted on it all my life, that there is not any kind of a man out
of whom you can not get information if you talk to him about
what he knows about. I like to talk to preachers, for after
all a man's soul salvation is the most important subject to which
he can turn his thoughts or upon which he can gather infor-
mation. There is not a man in this House who has more
preacher friends than I have, but I have a supreme contempt
for a preacher anywhere that commits sacrilege, and that is
exactly what that bunch of preachers did down at Joplin.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] One witness before the
committee volunteered the suggestion that I better look out and
not get into a row with the preachers. I am not going to get
into any row with the preachers, because nine-tenths of all the
preachers in Ameriea condemned that bunch down there; and
while T am not a theologian, I will debate with that set, the
whole of them togethers, as to the proprieties of their per-
formance.

I want to repeat, and we might as well settle it and be through
with it, I am not going to help any man plunder the American
people because he happens to live in Missouri. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] I will go out of public life before I will
do it. I do not have to have a Congressman's salary to make a
living, bless your soul,

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLALRRK of Missouri. I yield for a guestion.

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. Well, then, I will put it in the
form of a question. I want to ask the gentleman this question:
If before the Ways and Means Committee anything was offered
on behalf of the zinc miners of southwest Missouri which was
not absolutely reliable and true? We could not prevent, you will
see at once, the filing of briefs from this man and that man,
and the gentleman has suggested that the gentleman from New
York, Mr. Ihlseng, and the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
Mitchell, had attempted to deceive the Committee on Ways and
Means. I want to ask the gentleman if it is not true that the
testimony of the miners from southwest Missouri, from that
part representing us and representing the zine tariff club—if
their testimony was not true, and based upon public report, con-
sular reports, and reports of the Government, and if it was not
such testimony as you could rely upon on the Ways and Means
Committee? There was no attempt on our part to deceive any-
one, We simply attempted to show the price of zine and the
cost of production. Is not that about the fact?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, sit down and I will tell youn
what the facts are.

Mr. MORGAN of AMissourl.
man

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Oh, I am not complaining, but I
can not yield for a speech at this time. I stated what Ihlsing
‘and Mitchell did. I say that they prejudiced the whole case.
I will tell you what else I will say, that that Budd Robinson,

I would not interrupt the gentle-

Maury, Judge Hoag, and Caulkins filed, when they came up
here, what seemed to me to be absolutely a truthful statement,
and if Ihlsing and Mitchell had stayed away from here with
their ridiculous tales I do not believe there would ever have
been any trouble about it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman from Missouri yield
for a moment?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Certainly.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would call the attention of the gentle-
man from Missouri to this fact, that the original witness who
came before the committee from Joplin made a comparison of
the Joplin ore with the Mexican ore, without drawing any
distinction between the grade of ore or the amount of metal
contained in it, and when the subsequent briefs were filed it
was clearly pointed out that the Mexican ore was a 32 per cent,
and they were comparing it with a G0 per cent ore from Joplin;
that the cost of ore in Mexico was $9 at the mine, with $6.50
added to the smelter in Missouri, with a 32 per cent ore, as
compared to $20 at the Joplin mines, with $1 added to the
smelter, for a 60 per cent ore, clearly demonstrating that the
subsequént briefs were correct; that the Joplin man, on account
of his high-grade ore, had in the beginning before this tariff duty
was added the balance or differential in his favor.

Where the original Joplin men attempted to mislead the com-
mittee or did mislead them, probably, was in that they did not
call the attention of the committee to the different grades of
ore—that one was a 32 per cent ore as compared with a 60 per
cent ore in Missouri. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman from Mis-
souri yield till I reply to the gentleman from Alabama?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri., Oh, I can not yield for a speech,
I will say this: I believe if Mr., MoreAN had come up here in-
dividually and left Ihlsing and Mitchell at home the chances
are we could have agreed about it. I repeat that I do not
object to a tariff on zine jack if it is a revenue tariff, but if
that 1 cent a pound is a prohibitive tariff or approximates a
prohibitive tariff I will go out of Congress before I will vote
for it. That is all there is to it, one way or the other.

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. It is not a prohibitive tariff.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, you come to me after I have
finished this speech with the facts and fignres and convince me
of that; I am not prejudiced on this subject or any other. I
have had no time to find out whether it is simply a revenue
tariff or a prohibitive tariff. Now, another thing: We are all
tariff reformers. A few days ago there was a meeting at the
White House, a conjunction, so the papers stated, of four stellar
bodies of the first magnitude. Perhaps I ought to say one solar
body and three stellar bodies—the President of the United
States, Senator AvrpricH, the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr.
MacVeagh, and “my prophetic soul, my uncle,” the Speaker of
the House. [Laughter.] They met together as tariff reform-
ers, so the papers said, to discuss what should be the Payne bill.
When these four tariff reformers got together, if the angels did
not weep it is because they were so completely dumfounded that
they had completely lost all emotion whatsoever. [Laughter.]
Now, so much for those things.

Mr. CANNON. Myr. Chairman, does the gentleman desire
that I should rise at this point? Much is contained in the
papers. I did go to the White House, the Executive Office, on
the invitation of the President. Senator ArpricH, the Presi-
dent, and the new Secretary of the Treasury were there. The
President stated that the object of asking us to come there was
that we might become acquainted with the Secretary of the -
Treasury. Although from my State, my acquaintance was only
nominal, as one would touch and go once in a lifetime——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No doubt.

Mr. CANNON. So far as the tariff was concerned, T do not
recollect that one word was said about it. If there was nny-
thing said about it that contradicted my own individual opin-
ion, with the Republican platform for the minimum protec-
tion and the maximum penalization—the Republican platform
plainly speaking and making the declaration for the enactment
of legislation in pursnance of that platform—I would have con-
tradicted any other proposition. I say again, I do not recollect
that the tariff was referred to or anything else except the
general condition of the Treasury, the desire for good adminis-
tration, and so far as possible an organization and an admiuis-
tration of that great department that would tend to bring the
expenditures of the Government within the revenues. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I was stating what I saw in the
papers. :
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Mr. CANNON., And for that reason, if the gentleman will
pardon me, as I git by I rarely correct any misapprehension
that may be uttered on the floor, but it seemed to me in this
instance that I conld with propriety do so, although in former
years I have sat in the chair and sat upon the floor axd heard
misrepresentations abounding in absolute falsehoods that have
been taken for truths by the muck-raking newspapers and even
written into the Denver platform. [Applause.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I hope the Speaker did not mean I
misrepresented him intentionally.

Mr. CANNON. Not at all. The gentleman is a good fighter,
and, so far as I know, I believe when he talks and speaks of
facts, speaks the troth as he understands it. I sometimes think,
if the gentleman will allow me, that perhaps he is not as clear—
his intention as to the matter of differences between a sugges-
tion of that which is an error and the letting alone of that
which is the truth—as he might be in discussing public guestions,
touching especially the revenues. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. There are others. [Laughter and
applause.] That was about all I was going to say about that
newspaper statement. I have myself been misrepresented by
newspapers, sometimes inadvertently, sometimes maliciounsly;
hence I can sympathize with the Speaker if he has been mis-
represented in this instance or in any other. I have no objec-
tion to the Speaker dipping into this debate; I rather feel hon-
ored than otherwise. In days gone by frequently the Speaker
used to get down from his high perch every once and a while to
make speeches. Henry Clay did it repeatedly. I saw Speaker
Crisp do it once.

I do not propose to talk about all the schedules. There are
one or two that I want to refer to somewhat. I can not pass to
the larger schedules, however, without remarking that the in-
crease of 30 per cent in the rates on hosiery is a cruel outrage
on men, women, and children, for no man in his senses will
claim that hosiery is a luxury in this day and in this climate.
These remarks apply with equal force to the increase of T5
per cent on women's, misses’, and children’s gloves. In this
connection it is well to remember that the women had much to
do with overthrowing the Republican party on account of the
extortions in the Mc¢Kinley bill. It is to be hoped that history
will repeat itself in this instance, There has been more agitation
in this House and out of it, I think, on the hide, leather, harness,
boot, and shoe question than on any other. Some years ago
there was a crusade started in Massachusetts—in New England
generally, but in Massachusetts particularly—for free hides.
About three years ago the gentleman from AMassachusetts [Mr.
GarpNER] asked me during a long speech which I made if I was
in favor of puiting hides on the free list. I countered by ask-
ing him if he was in favor of putting leather and all products
of leather, including boots and shoes, on the free list. He said
he was not certain but that he was. I said then, and I say now,
we could make a trade on that basis so quick it would make his
head swim.

This bill puts hides on the free list on the ground, it seems,
that it is a by-product of raising these cattle. My brilliant and
amiable friend from the State of Washington [Mr. CusaMAN]
propounded to the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee
yesterday this conundrum, namely, that if they put hides on the
free list because they are a by-product of producing beef, what
was the reason they did not put milk on the free list inasmuch
as it was a by-product from the cow, too. I will illuminate the
mind of the gentleman from Washington very suddenly as to
why that difference was made. Beef is produced chiefly in
the West and South. Milk is liable to come into the State of
New York and into New England from Canada. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] That is one explanation that is as clear
as crystal,

Here is what happened to boots and shoes, and there is a
thing that surprised me amazingly. Yesterday morning, when
I was getting ready to make soine remarks, as I thought I
would have to make them yesterday, I undertook to hunt up
the testimony of Mr. C. H. Jones, of Boston, Mass., one of the
most intelligent men that appeared before the committee. He
was on the witness stand nearly all day. I can prove this by
every man on the committee. We cross-examined him at length.

Lo and behold! nearly every word of that cross-examination is

left out of these hearings.

Mr. PAYNE. I think the gentleman is laboring under a mis-
take in regard to that. The hearings as published on the ques-
tion of leather and hides are precisely as the stenographer took
them and as the noies were furnished by the stenographer for
the Printing Office the morning after the testimony was given.

- hér. COLARK of Missouri. The gentleman stated that yes-
erday.

Mr. PAYNE. It is a fact. I have been examining into it,
and they were not corrected by anybody; and this print pub-
lighed here—this bound print that the gentleman has—is simply
those same notes republished without any correction. Since
that time the clerk has been at work, and the witnesses have
had an opportunity of correcting those printed copies; but they
have not reached for publication the last schedule under which
the hides come in, so that they are exactly as they were fur-
nished by the stenographer, without any correction. There is
some mistake about that.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. It is almost immaterial anyway,
except that the hearings do not seem to carry out what I am
going to say. I got this volume and looked to see, and it was
not in here. Then I sent over to the Ways and Means Commit-
tee room and got No. 20 of the hearings, first print, and they
are just exactly like the hearings in the bound copy.

We did examine Jones at length. He gave a great deal of
information. I will tell you what happened, and I ean prove it
by members of the committee, whether it is in that book or not.
He was insisting on free hides. He was giving facts and fig-
ures to justify free hides. Finally, I got hold of him and asked
him if, in order to get free hides, he was willing for leather,
boots, and shoes, and all of the products of leather to be put on
the free list. I will tell you what he said, as nearly as I can
recollect it, because I can not find it in the hearings.

Mr. MANN. Is that what the gentleman thinks is left out
of the hearings?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; that and the answer.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Texas had it here yesterday.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will state the whole thing, I
do not care whether it is in the hearings or not, except I do not
want to be put in the attitude of misquoting it. Mr. Jones
hesitated a minute, and then said that they would rather retain
5 or 10 per cent on boots and shoes, but if they could not get
this great boon of free hides in any other way, they were will-
ing for the entire tardf t{o be taken off of boots and shoes.

That is what he said. I =aid then, and I say now, that I
believe that every member of that committee breathed a sigh of
relief when he answered that question in that way, and that we
thought we had one knotty problem settled. I went so far
as to compliment Mr. Jones in the presence of the entire com-
mittee and of everybody there as being the most candid and
intelligent witness that had appeared before us. A few days
after that I was very much surprised. I got back a little after
8 o'clock at night, and the hearings had started. There was
Jones standing up there taking back practically everything that
he had said that would do us any good out West. I looked at
him a half dozen times before I could make up my mind that
it was the same man that had been talking about a week before.
Finally I asked him this question: If he did not tell the truth
when he was down there before; and then, when he went back
home, if the brogan-shoe makers, under the lead of my friend
from Massachusetts [Mr. Garpxer] did not get hold of him
and terrorize him so that he could not have any peace of
mind and stay in Massachusetts until he came back here and
retracted? Then I announced just as publicly as I had con-
ferred the compliment that I wanted to retract the compliment
that I paid him before.

Here is a copy of a letter put in his testimony in chief from
the Sorosis Shoe Company, declaring that they could furnish
shoes in competition with the world; and I will read it to you
now. I suppose it is a reliable firm:

Lyxw, Mass., November 2§

Hon. Sgrexo E. PAYNE,
Chairman of Ways and Mecans Committee,
Washington, D. C.

As probably the largest manufacturers of women's fine shoes in the
world, the Sorosis Shoe Company desires to go on record as declaring
the present tarif on such shoes as we manufacture wholly unnecessar
to our success and a distinet injustice to the consuming public. We
favor the complete abolition of this tariff, welcoming the competition
of the world, We should be glad, at the convenience of the Ways and
Means Cumgﬂttcfﬁ.kto tgreaenté arguments for }het removal of the duty on

ts and shoes e those of our own manufacture.
e A. E. Larrie & Co.

Now, what did the Committee on Ways and Means do? If
there ever was a proposition proved beyond all controversy to
any set of men on earth, that boot and shoe hearing proved that
they did mot need one particle of protection, according to their
own theory.

Mr. TIRRELL. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

219

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; if you will ask it and quit.

Mr. TIRRELL. Now, did Rice & Hutchins, the largest manu-
facturers of boots and shoes in Massachusetts, take any such
position before the committee?

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I do not know whether they did or
not. I do not know.

Mr. TIRRELL. Are you not aware that, though connected
with your party, they are utterly opposed to the position taken
by the gentleman?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not know.

Mr. TIRRELL. Did George E. Keith and gther manufactur-
ers express the same opinion?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, I do not know. There were 8,000
pages of hearings.

Mr. TIRRELL. Why, then, does the gentleman say that these
people he has quoted represent the sentiment of all the boot
and shoe manufacturers of Massachusetts?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It is the plainest thing you ever
heard, because Jones and others came before the committee and
testified. I do not know what is the feeling up in Massachu-
setts, but they came before the ¢committee and testified.

Mr. TIRRELL. Both of them are opposed to that view ex-
pressed before the committee.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I do not care whether they are or
not. I am talking about the witnesses testifying; the evidence
in the case, I think a good many people ought to be hanged,
but that is not evidence.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question ?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Yes; certainly.

Mr. SLAYDEN. I want to ask the gentleman from Missouri
if it is a faet that these manufacturers of boots and shoes, with
‘perhaps one or two exceptions, did not demand in the same
breath untaxed hides and taxed products of the manufactured
sort that competed with theirs?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; a great many of them did.

The boot and shoe industry, as I understand it, is divided info
two great classes; that is, what you may call “ fine " shoes, the
light-weight shoes, *“brogans” and other heavy shoes. Of
course a brogan shoe weighs a great deal more than the shoes
that we wear or most of the women wear. Now, I intend to be
perfectly fair about this, as I try to be fair about everything.
The brogan-shoe makers, and makers of other heavy shoes,
claim that the makers of the fine shoes can stand without any
tariff and get along first rate, and that the brogan and heavy
ghoe makers can not.

It is well to state this further fact: No foreign shoes hardly
are brought into the United States. There is no question that
we have the best shoemakers on the face of the globe, and I
rejoice at it. They are so much better than the other shoe-
makers that foreigners can not compete with our shoemakers,
and I rejoice at that.

I have a bill here from one of the biggest shoe houses in St.
Louis—the Roberts, Johnson & Rand Shoe Company—to stamp on
a shoe the ingredients of that shoe, and I am going to offer it to
this bill as an amendment, if I get an opportunity, and I do it
for two reasons—at the solicitation of the shoemaker and for
the benefit of the consumer. They say, and it is true, that by
using inferior material that you can not see in the shoe you can
make a shoe look just as good as a shoe that is twice as good.
That ought to be stopped, because it is dishonest.

But what did the Ways and Means Committee do about shoes
and hides? They placed hides absolutely on the free list, and
they cut the tariff on shoes from 25 per cent ad valorem to 15
per cent ad valorem only, and that left 5 per cent more ad va-
lorem tariff on shoes, with the hides free, than Mr. Jones wanted
to leave on.

I am in favor of free hides, free leather, harness, free boots
and shoes, but they all ought to go on the free list together. If
I get an opportunity, I am going to move to put boots and shoes,
harness, and all other products of leather on the free list
[applause], and they can bellow about free trade as much as
they please. I want to serve notice on everybody concerned,
you are never going to get the tariff off boots and shoes and
other products of leather unless you take it off when you take
it off of hides, and in this case the hide should go with the tail.
[Laughter.]

Now, here is a curious fact: You take the average citizen,
or the working girl getting eight or ten dollars a week, and,
strange as it may seem and very much to my surprise, shoes
constitute more than a fourth—from about a fourth to a third—
of the cost of her clothing for twelve months. It is astonish-
ing. If anybody wants fo know how much boots and shoes cost

in proportion to other things, let him get Ida M. Tarbell's arti-

cle in the March number of the American Magazine. These
men do not need this tariff to take the markets of the world.
What is the sense in greasing a fat hog? [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. WEISSE. In regard to the price of hides, I wish to
state that the hides that were on the dutiable list, which con-
stitute about 20 per cent of what are taken off by the farmer,
during the panic of last year declined about T0 per cent. Calf-
skins that are on the free list, which also go into the making
of leather, only declined about 20 per cent. If we had free
trade in all raw materials and the markets should stay the
same as they are in hides and calfskins, the market would be
much higher than it would be if they were on the dutiable list.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No doubt that is true. Now, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. PaAYNE] complained yesterday
at the statement, as I understood it (anyhow he criticised the
statement), that a great many rates in this bill, while they are
cut down from the Dingley bill, are still prohibitive. I put
that statement into that report. I did not write the entire
report. Of course nearly any report is a composite production.
But that statement is literally true. I am going to give you an
example. I am making a speech now. This is my perform-
ance., There is nobody else on earth responsible for it. This is
not a composite arrangement. You take the iron and steel
schedules. What did they put ore on the free list for? I will
tell youn. It was to give an advantage to this fringe of iron
makers on the Atlantic seabeard, bless your hearts. That was
what it was done for. That was the only reason it was done.
The price of iron and steel is fixed at Pittsburg, and putting
iron ore on the free list will not cheapen it at all, except to the
man who makes his iron out of imported ores.

They cut pig iron from $4 a ton to $2.50. I am not going to
discuss iron and steel. I am going to leave that to the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Unpeewoop]. You cut steel rails one-
half. The tariff on steel rails, under the Dingley bill, was $7.84
a ton. Half of that is $3.92 a ton. The $3.92 a ton is just as
prohibitive as the $7.94 a ton; that is the truth about it. That
is demonstrated by the incontrovertible fact, which is not even
denied, that year after year they ship rails to the ends of the
earth and sell them at from $8 to half a dollar a ton cheaper
than they sell them to American consumers here at home, Now,
what is the sense in giving protection to a man or a firm that
is doing that?

One gentleman volunteered the information before the com-
mittee, when I asked if Carnegie did not know all about steel
and had not made a great fortune out of it, that “ He made a
great fortune by selling out”” But the trouble about that
answer is that he was worth two or three or four hundred mil-
lion dollars before he sold out. I said earlier that politics
makes strange bedfellows. If a man had told me ten years ago
that Andrew Carnegie and I would ever agree about anything
as to the tariff, I would have thought he was either a fool or a
liar, or both, but it has come true that we do agree about steel
rails, at least.

I am going to drop all the rest of these schedules except one;
and while it will be a little tedious, when I get through with it
some people will know a great deal more about it than they do
now. That is the portion of Schedule K, which applies to
manufactures of wool, I am rather inclined to the opinion
that among the multitude of bad things the woolen-manufactures
schedule is the most monstrous thing in this bill.

Judge Grices says that I am mistaken about that; that the
cotton-manufactures schedule is still worse. If that is true,
and I suppose it is, the cotton-manufactures schedule is a
cruel and heartless imposition on the masses of the people, and
I do not see how any man with bowels of compassion ean vote
for it. I did not have time to study that schedule, but I am
going to talk about this one. It is the most complicated of all
the schedules, and that is the trouble about it. It has more
involved sections in it than any other, and it is a monstrous
oppression of the poor.

Let us begin at the beginning. If I do not explain every-
thing correctly I hope somebody will interrupt me and ecorrect
me. In the first place, all wool—that is, all wool that is used
to make clothes—is divided into two classes, class 1 and class 2.
There is not a pound of carpet wool produced in the United
States. I learned a good deal about wool in these hearings,
and I knew a good deal about it before we began. I state,
without fear of successful coniradiction, that you can not raise
sheep either for wool or for mutton, or both, on high-priced
land to advantage except for breeding purposes. We raise a
great many sheep in Missouri, but we ship a large percentage of
them out to the Northwest and the West and down to Texas




220

CONGRESSIONAT RECORD—HOUSE.

Marcr 24,

for breeding purposes. We get $50, $75, and $100 for a young
ram. We import a vast number of sheep from the West and
South into my district for feeding purposes, then ship them on
to the market.

Barring carpet wools, other wools are divided into two elasses.
It will be an arithmetical test of your head to undertake to
follow this, but all wools are divided into two classes except
earpet wools; the wool of the first class, which is of the
merino variety, and the other, the second class, the Shropshire
and sheep of that kind. The tariff on wool of the first class
in the grease is 11 cents a pound, and on the second class in
ihe grease 12 cents a pound. Then it is differentiated in un-
washed wool, which is wool cut off the sheep’s back in the
grease, while another is washed wool, and that is where you
wash the wool on the sheep's back. Then you have scoured
wool, and then the tops and yarns, and then the finished cloth.

They levy 11 and 12 cents a pound, as the case may be, on the
wool in the grease. They pay 11 cents, a flat tariff on wools
of the first class, or 12 cents, a flat tariff on wools of the
second class, per pound on wool in the grease. It turns out that
some wools lose as much as 80 per cent in weight in cleaning
and some lose only 16 per cent. If one man gets hold of a batch
of wool and loses 80 per cent and the other man gets hold of a
batch that loses only 16 per cent, the first is paying five times as
much tariff as the second one is. If you have not studied on it,
I will explain how it comes that one package will wash out so
much more than another. You take Indiana, Illinois, Missouri,
and the Central West, where we have blue-grass sod and timothy
sod and good sod on all the land, and the wool is comparatively
clean when it comes off the sheep’s back ; but if you get out into
the dry, sandy country, like parts of Oregon, Idaho, and Utah,
where it never rains, hardly, the winds and sand fill up the
sheep’s coat as full as it can stick with sand.

I was utterly amazed and did not at first believe it, and T am
not dead sure that I believe it yet, but I am rather persuaded
* to believe it, that wool raised in southeast Ohio, the north end
of West Virginia, and the southwest corner of Pennsylvania, on
account of some peculiar climatic condition, is the finest raised
in the United States.

I disputed it at first, but am almost forced to accept it from
facts and figures. The truth about it is, the wool industry does
not seem to be suitable to the most of our country. You have
had a high tariff on wool for twelve years, practically, and yet,
while there were 388,000,000 sheep in the United States when
the Dingley bill went into effect, there are only fifty millions
now. That is only a gain of 12,000,000 sheep in twelve years
under the highest kind of a tariff rate. How many people are
there in the United States? Practically one hundred millions.
How many sheep are there in the United States? Fifty millions.
How much would that be? One-half a sheep to a person. You
pay more for the cheapest suit of clothes you ever had on your
back than your share of the wool tariff would be. We consume
500,000,000 pounds of wool in the United States every year—
500,000,000 of domestic wool and 200,000,000 of foreign import.
As a matter of fact, we can not produce, as a general rule, the
particular kinds of wool that we import, and we need these
foreign wools to mix with our domestic wools to manufacture
to the best advantage.

I have got you started on the wool business, and I want to
show you how it doubles up. There is one man in this House
whom I want to thank—a rampant Republican, Mr. BouTELL,
of Illinois. I think I see his fine Italian hand in this. The
tariff on tops was higher in the Dingley bill than on yarn,
which was an outrage, as yarn represents a more advanced
stage in manufacturing than tops, and should therefore have
had the higher rate, even according to the Republican theory.
I am going to tell you directly how it got in.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BouTeLr] jumped on a
witness over there, and dragged out of him on cross-examination
facts which evidently led to putting tops at a lower rate than
they are now under the Dingley bill.

Here is the cross-examination of Mr. Whitman by Mr.
BouteLy, which reduced the tariff on tops, a most righteous aet :
Mr. BovTELL. Mr. Whitman, how long have you been in business?

Mr. WHITMAN. In what business do you mean?

Mr. BovreLn, The manufacturing £ss,

Mr. WHITMAN. Forty-three years.

Mr. BouTELL. You were then in active business when the wool tariff
of 1867 was framed?

Mr. W AN, Y sir; I was.
My BooTeLe. "Did you take an interested part in the framing of that
tariff ?

g. WaITMAN. I did not.
framing ?

. BOUTELL.
active part in

Unwashed
taken in the sheep without any cleansing;
. On what tariff since then have you an tamtedltrom wg P gew

Mr, WHITMAN. Pretty much every one.
ml;.z.u?ounm Which one of these tariffs has been the most acceptable

Mr. WHITMAN, The present tariff.

Mr. BouTELL. I notice in looking over these tariffs that the classifica-
tion founded in 1867 has been carried down to the present time, and
that the framework of the schedule adopted in 1883 has been continued
through the McKinley and Dingley bills, and you say you had an active
part in all those laws?

Mr. WHITMAN. I can not say that I had any part in framing the

WE.
Mr. BouTELL. I mean a part similar to the one you are taking now,
or taking an actlve part lnppresenung. y o
Mr. WHITMAN. Oh, yes, sir; a far more active part than now, because
In the earlier days T was asked to give information about our fndustry.
by the Committee on Ways and Means and the Finance Com-
mittee, and I think they found they could depend upon what I told
them—they always sought Information from me.

Mr. BouTELL. I notice in the law of 1897, in section 364, something
that does not appear in any of the other iaws, and one which natu-
rally suggests some question as to why it was adopted.

Mr. WHITMAN. Which one is that?

Mr. BouTeLL., It is paragraph 864 of the present law, under which
on the wool in which nng imentary manufacture takes place, even
to tying up the bundles, the duty Is fixed at treble or gquadruple what it
ig on raw wool, with an added duty of 50 per cent ad valorem to the
one outside of the wool Industry, That seems to be a most extraor-
dinary provision. Can you give any explanation of it?

Mr. WHITMAN. I am sure that yon will find that that Is almost an
exact transeript of the McKinley law. When the Gorman-Wilson law
came into operation It abolished all that. It is in the new law. When
this was framed it was framed for the purpose of preventing coverlni
any loopholes. Now, I had nothing to do with the framing of tha

aragraph ; 1 was sick at home. I should judge possibly from the ques-
on that the gentleman perhaps had been told that I had had some-
thing to do with the framing of that {)‘?rmuph.

Mr. Bourerr. I assure you not, Mr, Whitman. I have never heard
your name mentioned in connection with it, and notwithstanding your
distingnished position in the wool trade I never heard your name men-
tioned before to-daly.

Mr. WaiTMaN. 1 am very glad of It

Mr. BouTELL. But that is a paragraph which naturally attracts the
attention of any economic student. It is substantially the same in the
McKinley law, but did not appear in the law of 1883.

Mr. WHITMAN. No, sir; because wool was free.

Mr. BouTeLn. Yes; or in the law of 1867. But leaving outside the
question of the law, it seems that how it appeared In the law requires
explanation. What explanation do you 1551‘1“ of this extraordinary duty
of treble and quadruple the daty on p wool, with that ndded duty
of 50 per cent ad valorem?

Mr. WaHITMAN. I think it was put in as o sort of ecatch-all to prevent
anything that did not happen to be enumerated coming in at a ruin-
ous rate. That is my recollection, so far as I am cognizant of its
origin. I think the chairman remembers that fact.

Mr. BoureBLL. It may appear in some of the detailed hearings on the
Dingley law, but to the ordinary reader, and comparing the two laws,
it would seem to be a paragraph that needed explanation. You are
here to stand by the present law?

Mr. WarTMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BouTELL. And I am here to know what the reasons for it are,
That is a paragraph that puzzles me more any other in the whole
schedule, It is an extraordinary thing to sa at a raw material
which goes simply ond that stage which would be tying it up into a
bundle wonld stand three times and four times the duty on the raw
material, with 50 per cent ad valorem added. That is enough, I admit,
to excite the curiosity of any ordinary intelligent citizen.

Mr. WHITMAN. Well, it was undoubtedly put there for the purpose of
catching an that was not enumerated in the law.

Mr. BouTeELL. It seems to me it 18 a good deal like constructing a
whale net to catch a mosquito with, if that was the only intention of
it. There must be some explanation for if.

Mr. WHITMAN. I will to give you all that I know.

Mr. Pou. What section is that?

Mr. BooTeELL. Three hundred and sixty-four,

Mr. WHITMAN. In the framing of ta bills, my experience has been
that it is almost impossible to enumerate specific articles; that the law
is almost always evaded in some way ; and while this does appear on its
surface to be extraneous I have no doubt that it was put for that
purpose, and I beg to assure you that it does no harm.

. Bounr:i. £ ?t is your idea, 11.:1“' thatuilt was put in gnbthst;ntxgi
cate and involw anguage, and ng another paragrap ¥ WAy
reference, as a merely pmaglhitlve duty on something that might possibly
Y 1%?31-11:;3 Yes, sir

Mr, Bovrmit, That certainly was a very involved and labarynthian

to accom A Wi purpose,
wa']y'he Cnaxn?m. It ‘.I.:cl:{a Very muc% like a blanket clause.

Mr. WHITMAN. That is exactly what it is.

The CHAIRMAN, To catch s}m t g t.‘.hat the other parties may have

itted or that the courts might construe.

Dth:. BouTELL. That blanket clause is in 366, and it would not have
taken but two words to have included the raw wool. Three hundred
and sixty-four is a separate clanse and refers to 366G.

Mr. WHITMAN. The chairman has answered the question far better
than 1 am able to answer it

Mr. BovTeLL. I admit that.

Mr. WHITMAN. In my judgment, it is all right.

The change in the rate on tops is the only substantial change
made in this schedule. Listen to how it climbs up:

The duty on wools of the first class, which shall be imported washed
shall be t‘glice the amount of the duty to which they would be subjecteci
if imported unwashed; and the duty on wools of the first and second
classes, which shall be imported scoured, shall be three times the duty
to which they would be sub?ected if imported unwashed. The duty on
wools of the third class, if imported in condition for use in carding or
inning into yarn, or which shall not contain more than 8 per cent
dirt or other foreign substance, shall be three times the duty to
which they would otherwise be subjected.
wools shall be considered such as shall have been shorn
that is, in their natural condi-
ed such as have been with
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water only, on the sheep’s back, or on the skin. Wools of the first and
second classes washed any other manner than on the sgheep's back
or on the skin will be considered as scoured wool.

Having laid the foundation, I want to talk about the tariff
on woolen manufactures. On blankets valued at not more than
40 cents a pound, 22 cents and 30 per cent ad valorem per
pound. That is the same as 2 pounds of unwashed wool of
the first class. When both of these rates are reduced to ad
valorem, it amounts to 107.60 per cent. It may surprise you
to know, when you run this out into the ad valorem, that it
varies from year to year, but that is on account of the varia-
tion in the value of the wool. In 1907 there were imported
only 1,116 pounds of that sort of blanket. If that is not pro-
hibitive, I do not understand the use of the English language.
When you strike blankets and flannels valued at more than 40
cents and not more than 50 cents a pound, when reduced to ad
valorem, the rate amounts to 106.12 per cent. There was im-
ported of that sort of blankets in 1907 only 472 pounds. Valued
at more than 50 cents a pound, 33 cents tariff specific and 40
per cent ad valorem, when reduced to ad valorem, amounts to
7131 per cent. Blankets more than 3 yards long, 33 cents and
40 per cent ad valorem, when reduced to ad valorem, amounts
to 165.42. That was in 1907. Three years before it amounted
to 182 per cent and over.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. How much of that
comes in?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
importations, 142 pounds.

Mr. NORRIS. These are under the present law.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. These are under the Dingley law, and
they are not changed in the Payne bill. Flannels valued at more
than 30 cents and not more than 40 cents per pound, 22 cents a
pound and 30 per cent ad valorem, and when reduced to ad
valorem that amounts to 143.67 per cent. Valued at more than
40 cents and not more than 50, 33 cents a pound and 35 per
cent ad valorem, when reduced to ad valorem amounts to 102.26
per cent. The importation in 1907 of that was 257 pounds. Valued
more than 50 cents and not more than 70 cents per pound, when
reduced to ad valorem, 105.49 per cent, and so on to the end
of the list. When the specific rates and the ad valorem rates
are reduced to ad valorem on women’s and children’s dress
goods, cotton warp, the tariff is 10592 per cent. Values not
exceeding 15 cents per square yard, and above 70 cents a pound,
ad valorem, 106.37 per cent; valued above 15 cents per square
yard and not above 70, when reduced to ad valorem, 96.87
per cent. Women's and children's dress goods, in paragraph
369, valued not above T0 cents per pound, specific and ad va-
lorem rates, when reduced to ad valorem, amount to 104.19 per
cent. One thing that so completely mystifies the public as to
the rates they are really paying is that the rates are stated
on the pound, while nearly everyone thinks of woolen goods by
yards.

Mr. SULZER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

. Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes,

Mr. SULZER. Can the gentleman state whether or not under
the provisions of the Payne bill the tax on woolen goods has been
decreased or increased?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
it was.

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman also publish with his state-
ment of the respective ad valorems on the woolen goods the
statement of the importations under the respective items?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes,

Mr, HILL. Because if he does he will find that in the last
jtem to which he referred during the Dingley bill, the increase
on women's dress goods, valued above 70 cents a pound, is from
4,000,000 yards to 18,000,000 yards, a multiplication under that
tariff of more than 500 per cent.

Mr. CLARK of Missourt Well I will try to publish it all;
I do not want to weary the House.

Mr. HILL. Put it all in together; it will look better.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. In answer to the guestion of my
friend from New York—I do not see Mr. BouteLn here who
was engineering this thing—I will state it as I understand it.
This is the only material change I have found in these rates.
Tops, you understand, take the place somewhat of the old-
fashioned rolls; I do not know whether the gentleman from
New York knows what that is, he being a city man,

Mr. SULZER. I do; I have been in woolen mills,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Here is the way it was fixed in
the Dingley bill. It was a concealed performance. They fixed
it in this way—that if wool that had been advanced by any de-
gree of manufacture not specified in this bill should come in, it
should come in under certain other sections, This included

Those are the cheapest blankets—

It stands mnearly precisely where

tops, the first step in manufacture after scoured wool, and
made tops pay an enormous per cent, when we consider their
place in the scheme of manufacture. Here is what the tariff
was on tops in the Dingley bill:

VWhere they were worth not more than 40 cents a pound the
tariff on tops—now, that is wool that is barely started in the
manufacturing process—was three times the tariff on 1 pound
of wool of the first class; that is, 83 cents plus 50 per cent
ad valorem. Now, in the Payne bill it is the same as on scoured
wool, and scoured wool is three times instead of four, the
same as on scoured wool, and 6 cents per pound. Now, the
tariff on scoured wool of the first class is three times the tariff
on unwashed wool of the first class, which is 11 cents, and
three times that is 33 cents. That is what it is on tops under
the new bill, 33 cents plus 6 cents per pound; that makes 39
cents. Anybody can understand that that understands any-
thing about wool. In the other case it was three times the
tariff on 1 pound of wool of the first class, 33 cents plus 50
per cent ad valorem. Now the only difference is in 6 cents and
50 per cent ad valorem. If wool of the first class in the grease
was worth 18 cents per pound under the old law, the 50 per cent
ad valorem would be 9 cents. If it were worth 12, it would be
6, which added to the specific duty of 33 cents would be 45 cents
in the one case and 39 in the other. I want to give the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. BouterLr] credit for doing that, and I
will give you his cross—examjnation of William Whitman, to
show you how he did it.

Mr. HUGHES of New J'ersey. Will the gentleman state
whether or not the schedule about which there were some news-
paper statements about a gentleman named Whitman, whether
or not that schedule is substantially the same in this bill as in
the last bill?

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I was just explaining that point
I will explain it over again. The making of “ tops” is the first
step in the manufacture of woolens, after scouring the wool,
and amounts to what were the old-fashioned rolls. Then when
you get to yarns it ought to be a higher tariff, and when you
get to cloth it ought to be a still higher tariff, a compensatory
duty, it is called. Now, here is the way it stood in the old law,
and it seems to have been worked in by indirection by referring
it to another class. I know it is very hard to understand, and
that is precisely the reason the enormities stay in these bills.
In the Dingley bill the rate on tops was switched way around
and put into another section. It said that on wool advanced by
any step of manufacture not specifically fixed in this bill the
rate, which meant on tops, should be the same as fixed on woolen
goods under a certain section in which the rate is very high.
Well, now, here is what it was in the Dingley bill: On tops not
more than 40 cents per pound (of course that took it all in),
three times the tariff on 1 pound of wool of the first class; that
is, 33 cents plus 50 per cent ad valorem. Now, if the wool was
worth 12 cents per pound, that amounted to 39 cents; if it was
worth 18 cents, it amounted to 42 cents, and so on. Now, here
is the way it is in the new bill:

It is the same as on scoured wool and 6 cents per pound ad-
ditional. Now, that means 33 cents plus that 6 cents. So it
is changed for the better.
in the woolen schedule that is changed for the better. While
that was a laudable performance, and was brought about by
reason of the utter disgust that every member of the committee
felt for one man that testified, as long as you let these enor-
mous rates stay on manufactured cloth it is simply a squabble
between the top makers and the yarn spinners, and the ulti-
mate consumer gets no benefit at all. Just listen to one or two
of these and see how complicated they are. If you would under-
gak% to listen to all of them you would have a swimming in the

ead :

On clo Enit fabri and all manufactur £ every d iptio
made whgllll? or in tpuﬁ:t wool, not speclﬂcal?} ‘;mvld?d !gcrmp thﬁ
sgection valued at not more than 40 golmd the duty per pound

of cloth shall be three times the duty lmposed y this section on a pound
of unwashed wool of the first class.

And then there is an ad valorem duty of 55 per cent.

It is very interesting to know about these wool schedules
and how they got in here, anyhow. When the civil war began
the tariff on wool and woolens was very low, and of all the
calamities brought about by the civil war, the tariff bill that
grew out of that war has cost the American people the most.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

The money value of all the slaves and the loss financially by
the destruction of property during the civil war does not
amount fo a tithe of what these exorbitant rates have cost the
American people. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Any
man can vote for a tariff that charges the poor in this country

That is the one instance I know of.
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165 per cent or 182 per cent on blankets that wants to do so,
but I will not do it. [Applause on the Democratic side.] And
I will not vote for any such exorbitant rates on woolen clothes.

I want to read you a few extracts from these hearings. I
have never been afraid to do justice to any man, and I want to
read you a few questions that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
CruMmPAackErR] pumped into a distinguished citizen.

There was a man, by the name of Willilam Whitman, who
came before that committee from the city of Boston, Mass. I
hate no man, but I have a more supreme contempt for him than
any other human being that I ever clapped my eyes upon. But
before I go to that, because that will be a long story, I want
to tell you something about wool.

Most of them came in there and testified that they were not
making anything at all. The truth is that the men who were
getting prohibitive rates and rolling in wealth came in there and
testified so frequently that they were not asking anything that
at last the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Grices], who has a
very rich sense of humor, did more good than any of us. He
would stop the witness when he began and say, “1 want to ask
you if you are making any money?”

The first time he asked it, it sounded very funny, but by the
time he had asked that of a dozen men, the other men, when they
went to testify, would voluntarily preface their statement by
saying they were making money. They never began to admit
that they were making money until the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Grices] caught onto that scheme. But these wool men
came in from Pennsylyvania, Ohio, New Mexico, Utah, and from
the Lord knows where, and stood up there with faces as straight
as a yardstick and testified that they were not making any-
thing. Finally, there was a tall, slender, sinewy man, with a
hawkbill nose and a clear, gray eye, a fine sample of a ploneer,
that came in from Wyoming to elucidate the situation. What
he wanted was for the rates on wool to be doubled, and that is
what they all wanted. The chairman had learned a good deal
about the wool business from me in those examinations. I
cross-examined these men in extenso simply because I was raised
in the wool country and knew a great deal about it, and when
this man from Wyoming—and I never have been able to find his
evidence in the hearings, although it is in there somewhere—
got on the witness stand and made his statement, the chairman
took him all around Robin Hood's barn. He asked him every
question I had asked twenty-five or thirty witnesses. I think
he was trying to knock me out of cross-examining him. I did
not care if he did. While the man was being cross-examined by
the chairman, I came to the conclusion that he was an unusually
good-natured citizen.

When the chairman got through with him and he started to
leave, I said, “ Hold on. I want to ask about three questions.”
I said: “How long have you been in the sheep business?”
Now, recollect that he was asking for these wool rates to be
doubled. Instead of getting 11 cents a pound and 12 cents, he
wanted to get 22 cents and 24 cents. I asked: “ How long have
you been in the sheep business?” He replied: “ Fourteen
yvears.” “How much did you have when you went in? How
much money did you put in?” He said: “ Nine hundred and
sixty dollars.” “Are you worth a hundred thousand dollars
now?” He said: “ Yes, I am.” I have always since been sorry
that I did not ask him $150,000. I just accidentally hit on
$100,000 as a round number. * Now,” I said to him, “ Mr. Wit-
ness, the truth of the whole thing is that you started fourteen
years ago with $060 in the sheep business and you made $100,-
000, and you come here to ask to have the tariff doubled go that
you can make some more?” And he said: “ That's about the
size of it.” Then he started in and told me how dangerous it
was to raise sheep in Wyoming [laughter], and how brave the
pioneers were. [Laughter]. *“ Why,” I said to him, “ you need
not pass any eulogy on western men so far as I am concerned,
for I am one of them.” It is the vigorous, ambitious, and ven-
turesome who go out to the West and the drones who stay at
home. I said to him: “ Where did you live before you went to
Wyoming and went into the sheep business?” He said: “1In
western Kansas.” I said: “ What did you do in that delecta-
ble region?” He said he was a farmer. “ Now,” I said, “ tell
me the truth; is it any more dangerous to raise sheep in
Wyoming than to drive four mules to a gang plow or a wagon
in Kansas?” And he says: “ No; it is not.” [Laughter.]

I do not pretend to say that everybody has made that
enormous profit. I have not figured it out, but it must be 1,000
per cent, or more than that. I do not pretend to say that every-
body makes that profit. But I tell you what I do know. I have
a good Republican friend in my district, a gentleman who came
from Ohio, that makes lots of money this way, and he is as
clever and good a man as ever lived. He does not own any

farms; he farms out sheep to small farmers. He gets half of
the wool and half of the increase. He has been trying for the
last ten years to persuade me to go into the business with him,
and the only reason I did not do it is because I did not have
time to talk the plan out with him. He told me repeatedly that
he made 40 and 50 per cent on his money one year with =znother,

Now, let us see about this sheep increase. There has beon
only 12,000,000 of sheep increase since 1896. Now, one ewe in
that length of time would come up in 1909 with seven ewe
davghters and with granddaughters. Sheep reproduce every-
where from a year to eighteen months. They double the flock
when well taken care of every year. Witnesses swore they did
not, but I know that a flock doubles itself every year if well
taken care of. Half of them are ram lambs and half of them
ewe lambs. That is about the proportion. The proportion of
boys and girls born into the world is 21 boys to every 20 girls.
It runs about the same with ram lambs and ewe lambs. Start
with a ewe in 1896, and, taking it for granted the produect is half
rams and half ewes, in 1907 she would come up with at least
seven of her female descendants by her side.

Now, if this wool tariff is such a blessing to the people, what
is the reason, instead of having fifty millions we have not seven
times the thirty-eight millions when they started in 18967 I
want to tell you about this man Whitman, William Whitinan,
of Boston. In all the critiques written on Charles Dickens,
of blessed memory, it is said that all his charaeters are carica-
tures; but I am as certain as I am living this day that if
Charles Dickens could have come back to the earth and walked
into the room of the Committee on Ways and Means when
Whitman was testifying, he would have walked up and said
to him: *How do you do, Mr. Pecksniff?’ [Great laughter
and applause.] I think that every man on that committee will
testify that I was the only man on the committee that ever
forced that man to answer questions directly, although he testi-
fied nearly all day, and I did it by hard pounding. The chair-
man would ask him a polite question and he would fence with
the chairman for ten minutes. Mr. Hrrr would ask him a
question and he would fence with him. Mr. Cockraxy would
ask him a polite guestion and he would fence with him; and
all the rest of them. So, finally, when I tackled him he com-
menced the fencing game with me. So I said to him “I do not
want any more fencing done here to-day. I am going to ask
you plain questions and you have got to answer.”

But before I got hold of him Judge Crumracker took a turn
at him. Now, Judge CrumPAckER wanted him to answer ques-
tions, and I will show you how long it took him to make his
answer. I do not know whether Judge CRUMPACKER is here or
not. It does not make any difference. This is mighty rich
stuff. This is on pages 3322 and 3324 of the first print of the
tariff hearings, and on pages 5356 and 5357 of the last print:

Mr. CrRUMPACKER. I would like to ask a question or two about
a particular schedule—cheap blankets, for instance, valued at not
more than 40 cents a 41}4:.&:111.1. Last year there was imported 142 pounds
only of the value of 40.60. They %ﬂ a duty of 67.16, equal to an ad
valorem rate of 165.42 Tpez' cent. at duty is practically prohibitive,
is 1t not—165 per cent

Mr. WHITMAN. On that particular charncte; of blankets; yes, sir.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Upon that cheap blanket
Mr. WHITMAN. I do not know that.

He could not tell a thing and stick to it to save his soul

Mr, CrRUMPACEER. Blankets valued at not more than 40 cents a
pound ; blankets that are used by the poorer classes of people in this
country. That is a prohibitive duty, is It not? The records show
that.

Judge CrumpackiEr was reading from this report of Mr,
Evans, an official document. Now, see how he fences:

Mr. WHITMAN, The records show that they could be bought so much
cheaper here.

Whether that was false or true nobody knew, but he would
not answer a question directly.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The American manufacturer of blankets does not
need 165 per cent Protectlon. does he, to control his own market?

Mr. WHITMAN. That particular article?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That particular article; yes.

Mr. WHiTMAN. Well, I should think not.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, then, Mr, Whitman, in relation to cloths,
woolens, and worsted goods which you manufacture, valued at not
more than 40 cents a pound—that Is a cheaper grade, is It not?

Instead of answering the question, he said:

Mr. WHiTMAN. I am manufacturing dress goods, women and chil-
dren's dress L

Mr. CruUMPACKER. Cloths, woolens, and worsteds s the eaption—
valued at not more than 40 cents a pound; last year, 1007, the ad
valorem rate was 134.97 per cent. 1Is that large duty necessary In
order to protect you agalnst foreign manufacturers in the production
of the cheap class of worsteds?

Mr. WaHITMAN, Worsteds?
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Mr. CeuMPACKER. Yes, sir; 71,308 pounds valued at $23,963; duty,
$37,378; 134.97 per cent? = - ¥
Mr. WHITMAN. I do not know where you find that.

And yet Mr. CruMPACKER was sitting right there within 10
feet of him, reading from this volumineus report of Mr. Evans,
which is a government document.

Afr. CRUMPACKER. I have the record that was prepared—I do not
Enow where it came from. This is an official document, however.

The CHAIRMAN. That was prepared for the use of the committee,

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes, sir; from the official records.

The CHAIRMAX. It Is undoub correct.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Valued at not more than 40 cents per pound—
cloths, woolens, and worsteds.

Mr. WarrMay. What page is that?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Elﬁht hundred and ninety-sevem. This Is dress
goods, women's and children’'s coat linings, Italian ecloths, and goods
of simbar description, valued at not exceedi 15 cents per square
{nrd and not above 70 cents per pound—the rate last year, 1907, was

09 per cent. You are engaged in that line of manufacture, are you
not—women's and children's dress goods?

Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir.

He got one answer at least.

Mr. CaoMPACKER. I notice a number of schedules here where the
rate is above 100 per cent. Do you belleve that more than 100 per
cent Is necessary for the protection of any Am manufacturer of
woolen fabries?

Now, remember that Mr. CRUMPACKER is a Republican. If
there is any free-trade talk in this extract, he is guilty of it,
and I am not:

Do you not belleve that we could reduce it down to 100 or below 100
per cent with entire safety to our own industries?

Mr. WHITMAN. In that schedule to which you refer the lmfortattonn
%cerézased in 1898 from 3,319,000 square yards to 20,270,892 yards in

Not at all responsive to the question asked.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Let us adjust this. Now, taking them all together,
this is a cheaper class. The scale is graduated according to valne.
Where the values are below 40 cents, the rate is 134, and as the value
Increases the rate decreases naturally.

Mr. WHITMAN. That is natural,

Mr. CRoMPACKER. Of course; so that the higher class of woolen goods

¥ just about one-half the ad valorem rate of duty as the cheap class

t are worn and used b{ the poor people of the eountry.

Mr. WarTMAN. I do not think that is so.

Mr. CmouMPACKEER. That is what the record shows—that the Im-
portation in the cheap class of goods Is practically nothing.

That closes the dialogue between Mr. CRuUMPACKER and Mr.
Whitman.

I will read you another part of the examination by the
Hon. William Bourke Cockran. As time goes by, and I come
to know men better, I change my mind about many men here,
some for the better and some for the worse. When Mr, Cockran
eame back to Congress, I had an intense prejudice against him
growing out of political events beginning in 1896. I always had
a great admiration for his splendid genius. I think he has one
of the most exquisite intellects ever housed in a human skull.
He has the most copious vocabulary of all the men that ever
served in the Congress of the TUnited States, with perhaps a
single exception, that of Henry A. Wise, of Virginia. Not only
is his vocabulary comprehensive and copious, but he is as pre-
cise in the use of words as was John J. Ingalls, from Kansas, or
as is Judge De Armonp, of Missouri; and finally he rendered
such valuable service in these hearings and was so true to his
econvictions that my admiration for him grew into personal af-
fection, I think that much ought to be stated. I am certain
every man in the House regrets his departure. [Applause.]

It was a delight to hear him examine a witness when he was
in fine fettle. He possesses all the politeness of a Frenchman
and all the blarney of an Irishman. [Laughter.] He would
get hold of a witness and ask him a guestion, then ask him the
same question over 10 or 15 times, changing it a little, and the
first thing the witness knew he was in the soup. [Laughter,]
He got hold of Mr. Whitman in this fashion:

Mr. CockrAN. Mr. Whitman, in answer to Judge CRUMPACKER, you
made one or two statements that I think perhaps ought to be a little
further elucidated. You are maged. as I unders you, in the pro-
duction of yarns, woolens, worsteds, and in the dress goa&—
women's children’s goods?

Mr., WHITMAN. In the whole business; yes, sir.

Mr. CockraN. Now, so far as yarns are concerned, made wholly or
in part of wool, I find that they are divided into two classes, some
valued at less than 30 cents a pound and some over 30 cents a pound.
On the cheaper yarns the duty ranges from 143 to 17T per cent, in
different years, and the importation was almost nil—that is, the cheaper
class of yarms.

Mr. 1raaN. Yes, sir

Mr. Cockrax. Do you think 170 or 177 per e¢ent, which was the

average in 1809, and 143 per cent, which was the average in 1897,
falr rates of duty on those articles? o

With a great deal of sweetness, Mr. Whitman replied:

Yes, sir; if you will deduct the wool duty from { ou will find
petccntasa‘ is not far out of the way. Ly S5

He always had a hele to try to get out of,

Mr. Cocrrax. But if you import yarns, you only pay one duty.

Mr. WHITMAN. But you 4 compensal duty equal to three and
m—h:lfﬂm;ltmnmdntym i

Mr. Cockmax. As far as the difficulty en yarns is concerned, I do
not care where the difficulty may lie ; but do you think the rate of duty,
ra.n;lnﬁs:rom 143 to 177 per cent on yarms, the cheaper guality of
yarns, is a fair rate of duty?

Mr. WaITMAN. I think it is in this case.

Now, I want to explain how the high duty got on woolen
cloths. As I said, there is a vast literature on the subjeet of
wool and woolen cloths. During the civil war, when they were
taxing everything which they could lay hands on, they put a
high rate on wool. Then they put a eompensatory duty on
manufactures of wool. That was the first step. Being in sore
need of money, our Government placed an internal-revenue tax
on woolen goods on top of the compensatory tariff duty. Then it
gave the woolen-goods manufacturers an increased duty to com-
pensate them for paying the internal-revenue duty. After the
war closed they took off the internal-revenue tax, but never re-
duced the compensatory duty on woolen cloths. The duties on
woolen cloths are higher to-day than they were at the close of
the war, and they are nearly exactly the same in the Dingley
and Payne bills.

Now, somehow or other, somebody persuaded Congress to
believe that it takes 4 pounds of wool to make a pound of cloth,
so that is in here yet. As a matter of fact, it does not do any
such thing. Let us see how that stood. I will tell you what
they did; they gave them a specific duty of 44 cents a pound;
that is four times the duty on 1 pound of unwashed wool of the
first class; and to that duty they have added 25 per cent ad
valorem. The 44 cents was the compensatory duty, and the 25
per cent ad valorem was suppesed to be a protective duty.

They kept going on and on until the ad valorem duty was
raised to 65 per cent. Professor Taussig, in his history of the
tariff of the United States, figured it out and gives the figures,
and on an average it only takes 3} pounds of unwashed wool to
make a pound of cloth. I know it is commen to sneer at col-
lege professors when they talk or write about economies; but
Professor Taussig, of Harvard, stands high, and here are his
discussion and his figures:

The compensating duties, as we have seen, were based on two as-
sumptions; first, that the price of wool, whether foreign or domestic,
was Increased by the full extent of the duty; seco that 4 pounds
of wool were used In making a pound of cloth. The first assamption,
however, holds good only to a very limited extent. A protective duty
does not necessarily cause the price of the grotected article to rise by
the full extent of the duty. It may be prohibitory; the importation of
the forelgn artlcle may entirely cease; and the domestie article, while
its price is raised to some extent, may yet be dearer by an amount less
th duty. is what has happened with reignrd to most grades
of wool. The eommoner grades of wool are ralsed in this country with
comparative ease, The duty on them is prohibitory, and their im-
portation has ceased. Their price, though higher than that of similar
wools abroad, Is not higher by the full extent of the duty. It Is true
that the Importation of finer grades of clothinﬁla.nd comb wool con-
tinues ; and it is possible that the wools of Ohlo, Michigan, and other
States east of the Mississippl are higher In prlceisbg the full amount
of the duty, than similar wools abroad. Even th not certain; for
the wools which continue to be Imported are not of precisely the same
class as the Ohlo and Michigan wools. As a rule, the Importations are
for exceptional and peculiar purp and do not replace or compete

domestic wools. At all events, it is certaln that the great mass
of wools grown In this country are entirely shielded from fore eom-

{tion. Their price is ralsed above the forelgn priece of ma-

erial ; but raised only by some amount less than the duty.

The manufacturer, however, gets a compensating duty on all cases as
if his material were dearer by the full extent of the duty than that of
his foreign competitor. The bulk of the wool used by American manu-
factorers does not show the full effect of the tarlff, and the manufac-
turers clearly obtain, in the s;])ec!m: d'-’}{' more compensation than the
higher price of their wool ealls for. e result is that this duty, in-
stead of merely preventing the domestic producer from being put at a
disadvantage, yields him in most cases a considerable degree of protec-
tion cwrmand abtge wtl;at venmb t&e ad valorem duty. ol

There another ¥y W e compensa excessi
A very large quantity of woolen goods ar&p;?)t made en?iraly of wn:‘i.'
Cotton, shod{g. and other substitutes are In no inconsiderable part the
materials of the clothes worn by the mass of the ﬁopla. In these goods
very much less than 4 unds of wool is used making a pound of
cloth, and the e:ﬁecme ty again ylelds to the manufae r a large
s prgt aro; ti £ the tin tem, that 4

e second assumption o compensating sys ds of
wool are used in making a und of cloth, is als?' open talgli'ﬁclsm.
The goods in which cotton and shoddy are used clearly do not uire so
muech wool. But it is probable that even with goods made entirely of
wool the ealenlation of 4 Founda of unwashed wool for each pound of
cloth is very liberal. Wool, unwashed, shrinks very much in the clean-
ing and scouring which it must receive before it is fit for use, and the
loss by wear and waste in the processes of manufacture is also con-
giderable. The shrinkage in scouring is subject to no definite rule. In
some cases wool loses only 40 per cent of its weight in the process, in
others as much as T5 per eent. The shrinkage in scouring on American
wools is rarely more than 60 per cent; and if to this is added a further
Ioss of 25 per cent in manufacture, there will be needed for a pound of
cloth no more than 3} pounds of wool. With the great majority of

made in this country the shrinkage and the loss in manufacture

o not amount to more than this. The calculation of 4 for 1 is for most

American goods a liberal one; and it is evident that the compensating

duty, b on this liberal calenlation, yields a degree of protection in
the same way that it does on goods that contain cotton or shoddy.

On the other there are some grades of Imported wool on which

__t_h_e_shri.nkxse and loss in manufacture are so great that the compen-
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sating duty is not excessive. Bome grades of Australlan wool which
are imported for manufacturing fine goods and worsteds are subject to
exceptional mrinnFe and to exceptional waste In the process of manu-
facture. Of this class of wool 4 pounds, and sometimes a little more,
are apt to be used for a pound of cloth. In such cases the compen-
sating duty evidently may fall to counterbalance entirely the disad-
vantage under which the manufacturer labors in the higher price of
his raw material, for the wool, being imported into this country, and
paying the duty, must be higher in price by the full amount of the
duty than the same wool used by e forelgn producer. In other
words, there are cases where the specific duty is not sufficlent to offset
the duty on the raw material. It is probable that thls fact explains,
in part at least, the regular imﬁ)rta fon of certain 8 and
finer grades of ecloths which continue to come into the country from
abroad in face of the very hea\{r duty,

For most goods made in the Un

the four-to-one basls is excessive.

And in a footnote in his book he makes the following calcu-
lation:

See, as to the loss of wool in scouring, Quarterly Report, Bureau of
Btatistics, for quarter ending June 30, 18584 (|pp. 563-565) ; Harris,
Memorial (p. 11); Schoenhof, Wool and Woeclens (p. 10); bulletin,
Wool Manufacture (vol. 13, p. 8). The least loss I have found
mentioned is 25 per cent (coarse Ohio) and the highest T0 per cent

HBuenos Aires wool). Ordinary American wool loses between 50 and

r cent In scouring. The loss in weight in manufacturing varies
much with the processes, but with care will not exceed 25 per cent.
With most goods it is less.

If the less in scouring 100 pounds of wool Is 60 per cent, there re-
main 40 pounds of scoured wool ; deduct 25 Per cent for loss in manu-
facture, 10 pounds, which leaves 30 pounds of cloth, or 1 pound of eloth
for 34 pounds of wool.

If the loss In scourlng 100 pounds of wool is 65 per cent, there re-
main 35 pounds scoured wool; deduct 25 per cent for loss in manu-
facture, 8§ pounds, leaves 26% pounds of cloth, or 1 pound of cloth for
not quite 4 pounds of wool.

See the Instances given by Mr. Ha in Wool Manufacturers’ Bulle-
tin, volume 12, pages 4-9. These all refer to Australian wool, which,
as Mr. Hayes says elsewhere (ibid. p. 107), is imported in comparatively
small gquantities for exceptional purposes.

Mr, HILL. Will not the gentleman admit that it is entirely
dependent upon the shrinkage of the wool?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Certainly it is.

Mr. HILL. And that the shrinkage of domestic territory wool
is far in excess of 4 pounds to 1.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will tell you what I will do about
that. I will set out the long tables about wool shrinkages.
They are very interesting, if anybody wants to read them. But
I say that he proves beyond all controversy in his book that on
the average it takes only 3% pounds of wool in the grease to
make a pound of cloth. What is the result of that? That
these woolen manufacturers get the 36§ cents specific duty on
a pound of ecloth which Congress intended to give them, and
then the ad valorem, whatever it is, and then, in addition to
that, they get two-thirds of 11 cents—that is, T} cents—per
pound, which Congress never intended they should have and
only gave to them by reason of its ignorance. That is the truth
about that. I asked Mr. Whitman this question, If the price of
woolen goods had not gone up so high that no man could get a
snit of all-wool goods unless he paid an exorbitant price for it
at a tailor’s shop and was a good judge himself of whether a
thing was all wool or part cotton?

He said no; that that was not so. I told him I knew that it
was so, and the way I knew it was so is that a year or two ago
I took my boy into a clothing store downtown. He was 17
or 18 years old then. I got him a nice overcoat—that is, had
it laid out on the counter—a very handsome coat for a boy, and
it fitted him well. I also had laid out a whole suit of clothes.
Then I asked the clerk, who is a very nice gentleman, to tell
me whether this suit of clothes and the overcoat were all wool.
He said:

Why, Mr. CLARK, you can not get a sult of all wool or an overcoat
of all wool unless you first go to a high-class tailor and pay twice as

much as {ou pay for this, and you had better look out mighty close then
or you will not get it all wool.

Then somebody else asked Mr. Whitman if the manufacturers
did not make up for all this tariff on wool by making an in-
ferior grade of woolen cloths. He disputed that.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I said these Republicans helped us out
frequently. I want to be fair to everybody. And, by the way,
it turned out, very much to my surprise, that my friend who
sits here, the gentleman from Connecticut, used to be a lumber

But such cases are exceptional.
ited States the compensating duty on

merchant. I supposed that he had been a lawyer all his life.
Mr. SULZER. I supposed that he had been a banker all
his life,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And you ought to have been over
there when he got hold of the lumber barons. It was the case
of a man talking about what he knew. Well, Mr. Whitman
was testifying that they did not make inferior cloths, and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNeworTH] got hold of him, and
he rendered a very valuable piece of service at that time, I
read:

Mr. LoxeworTH. I desire to ask you a question which will not in-

volve any political theory, and I will put it in the form of reading to
you a few sentences from a letter that I received this morning from a

constituent of mine. I will say that he is a Republican—I know ft be-
cause I served with him in the legislature—and therefore he would not
be biased by free-trade theories in asking for a reduction in the tariff
on woolens. He makes this statement:

“As a manufacturer of clothing for a period of almost fifty years, I
can truthfully state that I never handled cloth of so inferior a quality
for the price as I do now. The masses, consisting of laborers, me-
chanics, and farmers, the real users of ready-made clothing, are receiv-
Ing practically no value for their money. 'he qualities and colorings
are 8o poor that in many instances the colorings fade and cockle, and
‘i:eatge I:}mnumcture of garments give positively no satisfaction to the

T.

Here is a letter which I received the other day from an old
lady in Pennsylvania. I am not going to give her name or
address. I have got her letter in my.pocket, and if any gentle-
man wants to see it under the seal of confidence I will show it
to him, but I am not going to subject her to the persecutions
of people who differ from her. I read her letter:

Marcu 17, 1909.
To the Hon. CHAMP CLARK,
Washington, D. O.

HoxoraABLE Sik: I am the mother of 5 children, all married, and

have 6 grandchildren, In my own and their behalf I write to make

thhis petition for a reduction in duties upon articles necessary in our
omes.

We are small oil producers, but have refused to sign the papers pro-
testing against the removal of duties upon oil (our owm product),
which are being circulated here, because we want, we need, and are
entitled to cheaper lumber and steel products, which we use in our oil
plants; cheaper clothing, so that we can wear woolens in the cold of
this climate. We also wish to give President Taft a chance to redeem
his pledge for * revisions malnly downward.”

There is a concluding sentence which is complimentary to me,
and my innate modesty forbids my reading it. [Laughter.]

I will now read an editorial from the Kansas City Star on
this subject of warmer clothing for the people, and that the
force of it may be understood I will state what the Kansas
City Star is: It is the largest evening newspaper published west
of the Mississippi River. The editor of it is independent in
polities, though he supported Taft for President and Hadley for
governor. He has made an independent fortune out of that
paper. They say that it has more circulation in Kansas City
than there are adult human beings resident in Kansas City.
[Laughter.] He is a friend to me. He runs an independent
paper. Now, here is what he says about warmer clothing for
the people. * Tuberculosis and the tariff.” I have had many
surprises in my life, but this was another to find that the
tariff had anything to do with tuberculosis. I knew that
Jim McKenzie, of Kentucky, did help the health of the American
people by getting quinine put on the free list.

He has been called * Quinine Jim” ever since, a very honor-
able title, too. And as one of those pleasantries of legislative
life T will tell you how he did it: One morning he rose to a
question of the highest personal privilege. Speaker Randall
requested him to state it, and he called up his bill putting
quinine on the free list. That made Speaker Randall mad, and
he said it was not a question of privilege at all, Mr. McKenzie
said, “ Good God, Mr. Speaker, if I do not get this bill passed
I will never get back, and some other fellow will have my seat.”
[Laughter.] That put the Speaker and the House in a good
humeor, and he had his bill passed. That there was any con-
nection between the tariff and tuberculosis I never dreamed,
but here it is, and when you hear it, it is as clear as day.
This article is as follows:

TUBERCULOSIS AND THE TARIFF.

Probably few persons have ever given the matter a thought, but there
is an intimate relation between the high 'Frotective tariff and the high
mortality resulting from tuberculosis. he ravages of this disease
are greater in the United States than in any other similarly enlight-
ened country. And the cost of warm clothing is greater in this coun-
try than in others. There is where the relation between an unneces-
sary tariff and a largely preventable malady comes in.

It has been shown that tuberculosis is very largely a disease of pov-
erty. Particularly is the spread of the disease, the miscellaneous in-
fection from it, mainly traceable to imvcrty. And, next to good food
and fresh air, the most important thing in” the prevention or the cure
of tuberculosis is warm, woolen clothing. But the cost of this kind
of clothing, whether for wearing apparel or for bedding, is directly
increased about 100 per cent by the heavy import duty on wool and
woolens. This excess cost is raised to about 150 per cent by the duty
on machinery and other articles affecting the manufacture of woolens,
These dutles were imposed to promote sheep raising and the manu-
facture of woolens. But the inereased cost of raw material has made
the general tariff disadvantageous to the manufacturer, and it has not
greatly benefited the woolgrower. At least, such benefits as have
acerued to the limited class engaged in growing wool is as nothing com-
pared to the benefits that would come to the masses in general through
cheap eclothing; or to the cruelties, hardships, sickness, and death re-
sulting from an lnsuﬂlclenc?r of warm clothing. It is better that the
Nation should be comfortably and cheaply clothed, warmed, and saved
from preventable disease than that the woolgrowers should increase
thelr profits at the cost of these advantages to the whole people. It
is claimed by scientists that cheap wool clothing would do more to
suppress tuberculosis than all the sanitariums and other agencies now
maintained for that purpose.

But in order to make an equitable adjustment of this question, the
tariff should be taken off both raw and manufactured wool, and from
all machinery or other articles affecting the cost of manufactured wool.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]
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The men who vote to levy these exorbitant rates on the
woolen manufactures will have visited upon them the curse
that is pronounced in the Bible against those who “grind the
faces of the poor.” [Applause.]

I now call attention to another remarkable joker in this bill
This countervailing duty on coffee means that the American
consumer shall be made to pay both the export duty of the coun-
try that it comes from and the import duty in the United States.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] That is what it means.
Let us suppose a case. I have not had time to find out how
much these export duties are, but suppose these countries all go
and make an agreement and they levy an export tax of 5 cents
a pound on coffee. Under our law, then, we would leyy an im-
port duty of 5 cents per pound on coffee, and the American con-
sumer, on his green coffee, would pay 10 cents per pound and on
roasted coffee 15 cents per pound tariff tax. Now, so much for
the coffee joker.
 Probably the worst “ joker " in this bill iz the one on lumber;
it is hard to dig it out of the involved mass of verbiage, and
the seeker after the real tariff on lumber has to read in con-
junetion several different sections of the bill, widely separated.
First, let us start with the paragraphs numbered 196 and 197
under Schedule D ; these paragraphs pretend to reduce the rates
on ordinary building lumber, rough and dressed. 1 say they
pretend to do it, beeause by reason of a proviso added to section
197 the apparent reduction becomes inoperative and the present
high rates of the Dingley law become applicable, The Payne
bill “keeps the word of promise to the ear and breaks it to the
hope.” Now, let us read the proviso; here it is:

That if any country, dependency, provinee, or other subdivision of

vernment shall impose an export duty or other export charge of any

ind whatsoever upon, or any discrimination against, any foreign
product exported fo the United States, or if any country, dependency,
province, or other subdivision of government forbids or restricts the
exportation of any forest product to the United States in any way,
there shall be imposed upon all the forest products of such country,
when imported into the United States, the duties prescribed in section
3 . of this act during the continuance of such import duties, charges,
embargo, discrimination, or restriction.

Now, in order to understand just what rates lumber will
really carry under this bill, we have to turn away over from
page 55 of the first print of the bill, where the above language
i; found, to page 169, where section 3, above referred to, begins
thus:

That on and after sixty days after the passage of this act, unless
otherwise specially provided for in this act, there shall be levied. col-
lected, and pald upon all articles mentioned in this section, and im-
ported into the United States and into any of its possessions (except
the Philippine Islands), from any foreign country, province, dependency,
or colony, whenever any such forelgn country, province, dependency,
or colony, respectively, shall not be entitled under the provisions of
section 4 of this act fo the rates of duty In sections 1 and 2 provided,
the rates of duty which are In this section prescribed, nnmelr;-.

Then we will turn over two pages further, and on page 171
we find these words:

Upon each article enumerated in garngraﬂ]lls 100,197 * * » ' the
same rate of duty as prescribed by the law force prior to the passage
of this act.

Now, in plain language, the situation is this: If any province,
state, or dependency of any foreign country shall place any
tariff rate or restriction on the exportation of any forest prod-
uct, then the old Dingley rates go into effect against all the
forest products of that entire country. It happens to be a fact
that Ontario has a restriction as to the exportation of forest
products eut (by government permission) from her forest re-
serves. Being a Province of Canada and a dependency of Great
Britain, then, under the involved provisions of the Paymne bill,
all the forest products of Great Britain and her dependencies
and provinces, on entering this country, have to pay the rates
in the Dingley law, the very rates that are so odious to the
users of lumber in this country at this time. To go further,
under this bill, if Prince Edward Island has a forest reserve of
1,000 acres and should place an export tariff of 25 cents per
thonsand on shingles cut from that little reserve, then the
Dingley rates would apply to all the lumber coming from Can-
ada, DBritish Honduras, New Zealand, and the other British
dependencies. That is a very pernicious provision and very
carefully concealed.

I will tell you about this maximum and minimum business,
I said more than a year ago that the chairman’s statement was
equivocal, and I say it now. I say that the section he has put
in here about maximum and minimum tariff does not pro-
vide that in any instance whatsoever any particular tariff rate
can be cut down to the extent of a hair. They must all go up.
They go up 20 per cent. I undertake to say, without fear of
successful contradiction, while the rates of the Payne bill as it
stands are on the average only 1.56 per cent higher than the
Dingley rates, by the time the maximum and minimum tariff
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is gotten through with the rates will be at least 21.56 per cent
higher than the rates in the Dingley bill, [Applause on the
Democratic side.] .

It is an open declaration of trade war with evéry commercial
nation under the sun. I am not opposed to a shindy once in a
while myself, but when I am cool and collected I have too much
sense to believe in waging a perpetual war against all médn-
kind. That is what that amounts to—going out in the world fo
seek trade with a club and a meat ax. There is an old saying
that *“ molasses catches more flies than vinegar,” and it is abso-
lutely true. I am in favor of a maximum and minimum tariff,
but I say that the rates as published in our statutes ought to
be the maximum. Give us a chance to trade down and to in-
crease our trade that way. Why not?

There is another provision in this bill which I would be very
much in favor of if they would turn it around other end fore-
most. There is a provision that levies 10 per cent higher duties
than the rates of the Payne bill on goods imported in foreign
bottoms than when imported in American bottoms. That is the
good old Democratie doctrine that built up our merchant marine,
turned wrong end foremost. That is what built up our mer-
chant marine largely. In that case the goods imported in Amer-
ican bottoms were 10 per cent lower than those imported in for-
eign bottoms.

There is not a reformatory item really in this bill, even if
you would pass it as it stands. Everybody knows you are not
allowed to talk much about the Senate here, but I will take one
shot at it, anyhow.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Before the gentleman leaves the
lumber schedule, will the gentleman state that, if the duty is
taken off lumber, the consumer will get the benefit? I so, why?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Simply because if you give a man
$2 he has got $2 more than he had before. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] If that is not an elaborate answer enough I
will tell you what happened in the committee,

One of the fairest men that came before the committee was
Mr. White, of Kansas City—a Republican. I never had seen
him before. Of course I knew about him. He is quite a prom-
inent lumberman in Kansas City. He knew me. Before he
started to testify he took a shot at me at point-blank range.
I did not object to it. He said that the revision of the tariff
ought not to be a political question. He gaid that there was a
great Missouri Senator who was a free trader, as he called him,
although that was not exaetly correct, on every subject except
lead, and that that great Senator voted for a tariff on' lead.
Lead is a Missouri product. I said, “ Yes, that is true; but he
regretted it until the day of his death, because high-protection
tariff organs never got through throwing it up to him.” He
said, *“ He died very much regretted.” I said, * Yes; he did; but
he was not regretted by reason of that vote.” '

I will tell yon what he testified to about lumber, and I think
his testimony on that subject is the best given there—the fairest
and most candid. Finally, I asked him how much cheaper a
man could build a OG-room cottage, considering simply the
lumber in it, if we took the tariff off of lumber, and he said,
“ Sixty dollars.” At least, that is my recollection of what he
said. :

I do not want to talk all day, and I am not going to do so.
But this bill raises rates, gentlemen, as sure as you are living,
in its operation. If I did not believe that, I would not say it.
But what I started to say is that even if you pass it as it stands,
or if you amend it in here and improve it in here, when it gets
to the other end of the Capitol it will be cut and carved until
the chairman [Mr, Payxe] will not know his own child when
he meets it in the big road. Every time they change it it will
be in an npward direction. This is three tariff bills I have been
present at the making of ; the chairman has been present at the
making of four. Here is what happened with the others. We
passed a fairly good revenue measure in the Wilson bill. It
never was a perfect bill, but when it got over to the Senate
they added about 700 amendments to it.

The Republicans have always been guying us about hat, and
they had a right to until 1897. But Governor Dingley and the
Republican party in 1897 passed a bill, with an overwhelming
Republican majority here, and they sent it over to the Senate,
and it came back with 801 amendments to it. The House swal-
lowed the Senate bill in both cases. Of Course, little changes
were made in the conference reports, which changes were gen-
erally for the worse. .

I will tell you what is going to happen: Certain wise and
sapient seniors over there are engaged right now in making a
tariff bill of their own. I suppose I am really precluded from
telling who they are, but one of them does not live a thousand
miles from Providence, R. I. [Laughter.] When this bill goes
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over there, it will be a mild free-trade measure beside the one
they will send back to us. They will strike out every word of
this bill after the enacting clause. They will send their stake-
and-rider bill to us. Then we will have a conference report,
and then the “ dog days" will come, and it will be so disagree-
able in this city that Members will vote any kind of a bill to
get out of town, and it will be 15 per cent, on an average, higher
than this bill is now.

Gentlemen, I have concluded what I have to say.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I did not have the pleasure of
listening to the first twenty minutes of your speech. If you
did not say anything about the inheritance tax, for one I would
be glad to have your views upon it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I said nothing about it because I
am muddled on the subject of whether the inheritance tax is as
good as an income tax or whether it is better than an income
tax, or whether the income tax is better than an inheritance
tax; and so I do not like to venture an opinion until I have had
a chance to study the whole subject.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman allow me to ask
him one gquestion? :

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. COX of Indiana. It is whether or not, under section 23
of the bill as reported, all material going into the construction
and building of ships for foreign trade or foreign owners is free?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It is in truth. It means this,
and it runs through several sections: The general proposition
is that wherever an American company builds a ship from
foreign material it gets a drawback of 99 per cent of the tariff
paid on the foreign material so used, provided the ship is used
in the foreign trade.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Now, just one more question.

‘ Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. COX of Indiana. And that is whether or not in the sup-
port of the necessity for a ship subsidy one of the arguments
upon which they insist has not always been the cost of the
material in the ship is so much higher to the shipowner that
he can not compete with the foreign ship?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. That is true.

Mr. COX of Indiana. And whether or not under this draw-
back, either section 23 or section 29, in the last and final analy-
gis of the situation that the shipbuilder in this country will
practically get his material free?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; that is true. He gets 99 per
cent on the tariff back.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. I listened to the gentleman’s
speech, but I was at the back end of the hall when he com-
menced his discussion of the wool schedule. I would like to
ask the gentleman if there was a good deal of contention before
- the committee between the manufacturers of woolens and
worsteds?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Was the Dingley tariff in
the gentleman’s opinion much more favorable to the worsted
manufacturers than to the wool manufacturers?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think it is.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. How about the proposed
Payne bill?

Mr. OLARK of Missouri. I think it is just precisely the
same,

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Will the gentleman explain
why it is so?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will tell you. What they call
“woolen goods” is made out of short-staple wool, and what
they call * worsted goods” is made out of long-staple wool. I
will tell you what I think about it.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. That is what I want.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The reason that the worsted men
got a better deal in the Dingley bill is on account of the machi-
nations of this man William Whitman, of Boston. I am glad
you asked that question. I had nearly forgotten him.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield for one more
question?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I wish to ask the gentleman if it is not
a fact that under section 29, commonly known as the “ draw-
back section,” even intoxicating liquors of all kinds, such as
beer, wine, whisky, and so forth, that are used upon vessels go-
ing to foreign countries, are withdrawn free of duty?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Does it not relieve them, in other
words, even from paying the internal-revenue tax?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well that is this way. They are
in bond. They do not actually pay the internal-revenue tax.
They get out without paying it. I want to show this as a
curious illustration of what happened: During those hearings,
one day I asked somebody if he would not like to have his tariff

crowded up to 300 per cent, the highest that there was on the
list. My friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] asked me
if T could name one 800 per cent duty. Well, right off the reel
I could not, but I had my secretary go through, and there are
a dozen or two more than 300 per cent.

I had him do another thing. I had him go through to see
how many were above 100 per cent; and I have a list of them,
and there are more than 300. Here is another strange fact, and
if I wanted to be unfair I would leave it with one sentence,
There is one article on which the tariff is 1,120 per cent. But it
would not be fair to leave it that way. That tariff was put on
there to compensate for the internal-revenue duty. A good
many of these high tariffs, especially in the chemical schedule,
were put in there because there is aleohol used in the various
articles; and, of course, you know, there is a good stiff internal-
revenue tax on it. 8o, on them the high-tariff rates are put on
to compensate for the internal-revenue taxes,

I suggest to you a puzzle. Read section 29 of the Payne bill
There is not a man on top of ground that ean pronounce with
anything approximating a certainty what it means, and it is
going into history as the “Payne Puzzle.” The Republicans
used to make fun of us when we were offering an income-tax
proposition, because they said we were inviting a lawsnit. The
other day the chairman himself suggested that certain matters
in his bill would have to be settled by the courts; so he is
estopped from making fun of us any more. I want to suggest
to him that section 20 contains the germ of a fine, fat, juicy law-
snit. Now listen:

On the exportation of articles manufactured or produced In the
United States either in whole or in part of imported materials, or from
domestlic materials of equal quantity and productive manufacturing
quality and value, such question to be determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury, there shall be allowed a drawback egual in amount to
the duaties pald on the imported materials used, or where domestic
materinls are used, to the duties pald on the equivalent of imported
materinlsg, less the iesnl deduction of 1 per cent.

Mr. SLAYDEN. What does it mean?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It means one of two things, and T
do not know which. I will tell you what the law is now. I
have stated it once before, that where an American manufac-
turer uses foreign materials in the manufacture of an article
which he ships out, he gets back 99 per cent of the tariff.
Whether section 29 means, as it is printed in the document
form, that in addition to that privilege, if he imports 100 tons,
for instance, of pig iron and makes it into steel and ships the
steel out, he shall get the drawback; or if he uses that foreign
100 tons in manufacturing articles for domestic use, and then
uses a hundred tons of American pig and ships it out, that he
shall get the drawback; that is one construction. The other
construction is this: If an American manufacturer uses Ameri-
can materials in manufacturing for export, even where he im-
ported no foreign materials, he can go to the Treasury and
collect a bounty egual to 99 per cent of the tariff he would
have paid on the same guantity and quality of foreign material.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Is it not the gentleman’s opinion that
the language in this section will bear that construction?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think so.

Mr. BORLAND. Before the gentleman leaves this section,
will he yield to me for a question?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes,

Mr. BORLAND. If we permit the American manufacturer
to go to the Treasury at any time within three years and draw
back duties there on either American or foreign raw material
used in manufactured goods which he sends abroad egual to
the amount of foreign raw material which he has imported,
is not that a club in the hands of an American manufacturer
to pound down the price of the American producer of raw
material by enabling him to buy raw material abroad until he
can buy cheap enough at home, and then, in time, go back to
the other price?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. That is true; and I will tell you
what else is true. The plain meaning of that section is that
we are sanctioning a proposition that the American manu-
factured articles are to be sold in foreign countries cheaper
than they are at home. It used to be said that the tariff was
for the benefit of the American as against the foreigmer, but
now it is being turned around so that it is for the benefit of
the foreigner as against the American.

I want to state another thing which I might not have men-
tioned had not the gentleman from Missouri asked me the ques-
tion. In numerous instances the tariff on articles is greater
than the entire cost of the labor production. That is true in
numerous instances in this bill. I have always contended, and
contend now, that if a tariff is levied in the name of labor, labor
ought to get all of that tariff. But a whole lot of these rates fix
it so that the entire cost of labor is paid and then it leaves a
large share of the tariff over to the manufacturer,

Here is the way Whitman worked the game,
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Mr. LONGWORTH, Will the gentleman yield for a sugges- Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well, you will not ask any more
tion? questions if you perform in that way. I say this, that Mr.
Mr, CLARK of Missourl, Certainly. Whitman was cross-examined completely by the committee, and

Mr. LONGWORTH. Apropos of Mr, Whitman, I think that
possibly the estimate of the gentleman from Missouri and mine
agree, but my attention has been called to the fact that the
gentleman from Missouri failed to give Mr. Whitman’s answer
to my question, and I think, in justice to Mr. Whitman, it ought

to be given.
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does the gentleman know what he
did say? It was left off from the manuscript that I had.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Whitman’s answer was that he de-
nied the truth of it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am much obliged to the gentle-
man; I do not want to do Mr. Whitman an injustice. I thought
it was on my manusecript, but when I came to read it I found it
had been inadvertently left off. This is how he worked it. I
am estopped from criticising the Senate, but among other things
I asked Mr. Whitman this, or something like it. I said to Mr.
Whitman: “This is not the usual place where you get your
work in on the tariff bill, is it?"” He became indignant and said,
“YWhat do you mean?” I said, “ Your appearance before the
Ways and Means Committee is a pro forma performance; you had
a little rather we should fix the bill to suit you.” By the way,
he said the Dingley bill was the best bill that ever passed. I
said, * Really, you do not care very much what we do about this
bill or what the House does about it,doyou?"” He gave one of
his evasive answers and said he did not understand that. I
said, “ I will make it plain. The place you get your work in on
the tariff bill is before the Finance Committee of the Senate.”
Well, he denied that. I did not believe he was telling the truth.
I knew he was not, because in less than thirty minutes I proved
that he was not. He denied that he had much to do with
making that.

I will tell you what he did. The present Director of the Cen-
sus, Mr. North, was the secretary of the Woolen Manufacturers’
Association, of which Mr. Whitman is the president &nd—as I
asked him if he was not—almost “ it.” It seems that Mr. Whit-
man was sick in Boston with a carbuncle on his neck during
the most of the work on the Dingley bill. Mr. Whitman began
making tariff bills way back in 1867. He was very active in
1883 and in 1890, and the only reason why he was not active in
1897 was by reason of the carbuncle, and so he sent Mr. North
down here. Mr. North got into that Finance Committee without
being a government employee at all. I am not reflecting on Mr.
North, unless the plain truth reflects upon him. He did not
draw any salary from the Government, but he stayed in that
committee all of the time, and was constantly at the ear of
Senator ArpricH and Governor Dingley. They got a higher rate
on tops than they did on yarn, although yarn is a further step
in the manufacture than tops, which was a gross—the grossest—
gort of an outrage.

Why did they do it? Because the Arlington mills, of which
Mr. Whitman is practically the owner, are the largest top mills
in the world.

Mr. GAINES. Will the gentleman permit me a question?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. GAINES. Does not the gentleman think that it is only
justice to Mr. Whitman and to Mr. North to say that Mr.
Whitman has sent a pamphlet to us which, unless it is a for-
gery, would seem to exonerate him from the charge that the
gentleman from Missouri is now making? TUnless Mr. Whitman
has forged a letter from his own files, it seems that within two
or three days after the Dingley bill was reported from the
House Mr. Whitman wrote a letter to Governor Dingley pro-
testing that the tariff upon tops was too high, and he himself
called attention to the fact that the Arlington mills, of which he
was the manager, or in which he was largely interested, was be-
ing constructed for the purpose of manufacturing tops, and
saying that he would be put in the very unenviable light of
having misled the committee into placing a higher duty on tops
than ought to have been placed.

Now, I submit if that letter is true, if Mr. Whitman did at
that time send to Governor Dingley any such letter, then Mr.
Whitman can not be criticised because there went into the tariff
bill in his favor something which he was protesting against,
nor can Mr. North be charged with having secured in the inter-
ests of Mr. Whitman that which Mr, Whitman was himself
protesting against.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask
ihe gentleman a question—wait a minute; stand up.

Mr. GAINES. Oh, there will be lots of time, and the gentle-
man will stand up; but I suggest that the gentleman from
Missouri forgets the amenities of debate,

he never mentioned that letter which the gentleman from
West Virginia talked about, never mentioned it, and I do not
believe that he ever wrote any such letter. [Applause on the
Demoeratic gide.]

Mr. GAINES. Now, if the gentleman will permit me——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Oh, I do not dispute that he put it
in a pamphlet.

Mr. GAINES. I know nothing in the world about the proof,
whether he did or did not write such a letter, but I think it
ought to go into the Recorp in this connection.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The gentleman ean put it into his
speech. I shall not put it into mine.

Mr. GAINES. I do not want to put the letter in the speech,
but in justice to Mr. Whitman it ought to be stated that he has
made that assertion, and has given us a copy of the letter, so
that unless he is guilty of the forgery of a letter from his own
files there would seem to be a defense against the very serious
charge made against him and Mr. North. I know nothing
?li?ut the truth as to whether he did or did not write such a
etter,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I never saw any such letter. He
may have sent it. If I had seen it I would not have believed
it was written at the time it purports to have been written,
unless there was corroboratory evidence from Mr. Whitman. "
I do not know whether I had finished about Mr. North or not.

Mr. SLAYDEN. The gentleman had not. He said that he
was squatting in there like a toad.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well, he was there ag Mr. Whit-
man’s friend. Now, here are some letters about which there
is no dispute, because I called the letters out and ecalled Mr.
Whitman's attention to them, and printed them in the hearings,
and they are in the hearings, and he did not deny them.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Chairman, was this copy of a letter to
Mr. Dingley by Mr. Whitman given to the public before or after
Mr. Dingley's death?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Oh, I never heard of that letter
until—well, it seems to me in a sort of hazy way I have a
recollection of a pamphlet coming from Mr., Whitman, but I did
not read it, and I never heard of that letter that the gentleman
from West Virginia is talking about until to-day.

Mr. GAINES. There was a pamphlet with it in, and it was
pretty generally circulated.

Mr. JAMES. I would suggest to the gentleman from Mis-
sourl that to allow the statements of the letter of Mr. Whitman
to go in setting Mr. Whitman right would be a reflection upon
the memory of Mr. Dingley, who is not here and able to speak
for himself. -

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It might. I do not think I will
put it in. Here are some letters that passed between Mr. Whit-
man and Mr. North in 1897 that there is no dispute about.
I want you to listen to them and recollect that Mr. North was
not a public official; that he was drawing no salary; that Mr.
Whitman worked him in over there as a clerk without salary
from the Government. This is a letter from Mr. North to Mr,

Whitman :
WASHINGTON, June 20, 1897,

It is lucky I was here, and just in the position I am—

I most thoroughly agree with him; that is, as far as Mr.
‘Whitman is concerned—

It has given me a whole day to work on the matter and put it right,
and with ALDRICH away there is no one on the committee wno knows any-
thing about it.

There you are exactly. The only man inside the committee
room who knew anything about what he was doing or who had
any information on the subject was this man North himself.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. That is when he got in the ex-
cessive duty on tops?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

But Allison and Platt trust me—

[Laughter.]

Now, that is how he was getting in his work—

And I expect they will both agree to what I have asked—

And they did agree to it—

I went all over the matter with them last evening.

S. N. D. NorTH.
WasHINGTON, D. C., April §, 1897

I am the only person whom the committee allows at its meetings—

Now, think of that! The President himself could not have
got inside that room—

If I find that it is desirable that you shall come on here, I will tele-
E;uph you that the sitnation requires attention, and you will doubtless
ve no trouble in finding out what is the matter.

There is no dispute about these letters,
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Mr. GAINES. Is the gentleman asking me?
Mr. CLARK of Missouri., Yes.
Mr. GAINES. None whatever, and the gentleman will under-

stand that I am not defending Mr. Whitman.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I understand that.

Mr. GAINES. But it seems to me that when in this House
we make that sort of an attack on individuals who can not
here respond, the entire record should be put in.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Well, I am giving the record as far
as I have ever seen it or had it. I think I did see a pamphlet
that Whitman sent, but I confess I have had so many pamphlets
sent me, just as the gentleman from West Virginia has, that I
have never read one-tenth, and I have enough to keep me read-
ing for the next five years. He goes on to say:

And you will doubtless have no trouble in finding out what is the

matter.
8. N. D. NontH.
The next letter is dated:
Wasuixerox, D. C.,
June 10, 1897,
I will do the best I can with Mr. Allison when the time comes, but
he knows nothing about the understanding I have with Aldrich on the
worsted-yarn schedule.
8. N. D. NorTH.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

On the worsted-yarn schedule, that is the very identical thing
that brother Whitman is attending to.

Now, here comes Mr, Whitman, the apostle of sweetness and

ht:
llg 78 CHAUNCY STREET, BOSTON,

July 10, 1897.

My DEArR Mne. NorTH: I am unable to go to Washington, and have
no one to look out for my interests there but yourself, and I depend
upon you. Of course Messrs. ALDRICH and Dingley will do all thﬁy can,
but I depend upon your letting them know what I need. I depend upon

you. Dress goods, yarns, and tops.
Yours, very 5 WILLIAM WHITMAN.

The next letter is:
BosToN, June 2, I1897.

We all depend upon you to watch closely our interests, to see that
nothing is overlooked or neglected by our friends on the committee.
I have no doubt they will do all they ean do, but with so many in-
terests to look after, our special representative must see to it that our
interest receives proper attention.

WILLIAM WHITMAN.

BosToxN, June 9, 1897,
Bear in mind that I am depending upon you wholly to look after my

P, WILLIAM WHITMAN.

Now, let us see what happened. Two and two are suppesed to
make four, After the valuable services which North rendered
Whitman and these other men in connection with him, they
presented North with $5,000 in cash. Why did they give it to
him? Because he was acting for the public good? No; because
he was acting in their interests. Now, that is the whole Whit-
man tale. Now, gentlemen, I have discussed as fully—

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Mr. ‘Chairman, I asked a
question and the gentleman switched off on the discussion of
Whitman and North, which I did not inguire about. I would
like to have him explain why the schedule in the Dingley bill
and in the Payne bill in its actual operation favors the manu-
facture of worsteds as against the manufacture of woolens in
this country.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Well, that I have never been able
to understand.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Well, does the gentleman be-
lieve that the duties on these goods ought to be ad valorem
instead of specific?

Mr, CLARK of Missourl. Yes——

Ar. MICHAEL BE. DRISCOLL. In order that the woolen
manufacturers may have an even chance with the worsted man-
ufacturers?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do.

Mr. MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. That is what I wanted ex-
plained; I did not care about the other matter.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Since the gentleman called my at-
tention to it I tried to get it, and so did several members of the
committee; I was not the only one—Democrats and Republicans
alike hammered at it. In the first instance, what is the reason
we could not have a simple ad valorem duty on wool? TIf the
wool scourers washed out 80 per cent, they should pay tariff
on only 20 per cent, and if they washed out 20 they should
pay on 80 per cent. That is the way the tariff’ is arranged on
iron ore, and I can not understand what is the reason that that
is not fair.

I am not criticising the majority at all for refusing a propo-
sition that I think is feasible, although there is a good deal

of doubt about it, and that is that instead of levying an ad
valorem duty on the rate fixed in foreign countries of the
article that it should be levied on the wholesale price in the
United States. As I stated yesterday in a very brief way,
because I did not want to worry the chairman, the way it is
now one party to the swindle in undervaluation is in Europe
or somewhere else out of this country and the other party is
here, and our writs do not run and our statutes do not prevail
in foreign countries. Now, gentlemen, I have finished as far
as I can the discussion of this wool tariff, except this: I want
to say that with the exorbitant rates in this bill I do not under-
stand how any man with a drop of the milk of human kindness
left in him can vote for the woolen manufactures schedule of
this bill. How many people would freeze, how many people
would suffer, that this man Whitman and men like him should
make an unjust and unfair profit of 165 or 182 per cent on
cheap blankets and things of that kind and rates almost as
high on all woolen clothing, no mortal man can tell. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

I repeat that the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Grices] said
that the rates on articles manufactured from cotton are worse
than they are on woolen manufactures. If his statement is
correct then the situation is simply awful. These rates on
woolen cloths are nearly prohibitive in every case.

This bill takes three millions of revenue off of hides. It puts
seven millions, or about that, on tea. They lose three in one
case and put on seven, leaving a net gain of four millions. They
could have made a revenue of twice seven millions, thrice seven
millions, quadruple seven millions, by cutting these prohibitive
rates in this woolen goods schedule down to a competitive basis.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] By so doing they would
not have taken from any man anything he is entitled to; they
would have prevented much sickness and would have saved
many lives.

Now, in conclusion. The entire campaign last year was run
on the proposition of a revision of the tariff, and the people
thought that it meant downward. HEven what the chairman
claims for his bill does not come up to their expectations.

Mr. HAMILIN. Will the gentleman permit an interruption
before he concludes?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. HAMLIN. Has the free list in this bill been increased
any by placing any of the necessities of life upon it that were
not upon it before?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
are put on the free list.

Mr. HAMLIN. Anything else?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; but I have not had time to go
through and find out all additions to the free list or their effect.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman permit an
interruption?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. I did not interrupt the gen-
tleman this morning for the reason that I disliked to do so,
but since the gentleman discussed the matter of the oil sched-
ule—the countervailing duties—I want to say to the gentleman,
if he will allow me just half a minute, that in the gallery of
the House was seated one of his own personal admirers, Lewis
Emery, jr., the champion of the independent producers of the
United States, who ran for governor of Pennsylvania on the
Democratic ticket, on a platform that was aimed prinecipally, as
he claimed, against the Standard Oill Company. He also ran
for Congress on the same platform. He has requested me to
state before the gentleman from Missouri had eoncluded that
the effect of taking off the countervailing duty on il would in
no sense affect the Standard Oil Company, but it would be ab-
solutely fatal to the independent producers of this country, for
the reason that 89 per cent of the oil produced in America to-
day is produced by the independent producers of the country.
And T thought, in justice to this gentleman and in justice to
the oil producers of this country, that that statement should
go out on the same evening of his very excellent speech.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I have no objection to its going
out, but it does not change the situation a particle. And I state
it ‘over again. The Standard Oil Company does not produce
much crude oil, but everybody knows that it screws the pro-
ducers of crude oil down to the very lowest cent that they will
produce it for. That is the situation about that.

I wish to say, gentlemen, one other thing, and then I am
going to quit, and I do not wish anybody to interrupt me until
I finish. ¥

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Before the gentleman cleses,
I would like to ask him with regard to the wool schedunle. I
listened quite attentively, and I remember that on several oc-

I suppose in a few cases. Hides
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casions he referred to the wool schedule as positively pro-

hibitive.
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The wool schedule?
Yes.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I never did anything of the sort.
The gentleman is mistaken. I referred to the tariff on manu-
factures of wool.

Mr. HILL. Absolutely dependent on the wool schedule, is it
not?

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I do not care if it is. You are
talking about one thing, and I am talking about another.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman was talking
about producing revenue, and I understood him to say that the
tariff was practically prohibitive as to wool

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Oh, no; I never said anything like
that. I.said this, that the consumption of wool in the United
States is 500,000,000 pounds. Of that, we produce 300,000,000
pounds, and they ship in 200,000,000 pounds.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman was laying
such great stress upon the statement of William Whitman that
I thought it unfair to the rest of the frade of the United
States—the producers and manufacturers of wool—and I find
upon looking at the Book of Estimates which has been prepared
by the committee that the revenue derived from Schedule K
under the Dingley law was $17,783,646.05, and that the esti-
mated revenue under the Payne bill is the same.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I wanted to say that there
are other manufacturers of woolens and there are other deal-
ers of wool in the United States besides Mr. Whitman; and
I do want to say further, if the gentleman will permit, that
there are farmers in the United States who are intensely in-
terested in this Schedule K, the protection under which starts
at the farm.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I know that perfectly well, and
no threat of that sort has any more effect on me than water on
a duck’s back. [Loud applause.]

Mr. MACON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman allow me to
interrupt him right there?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. MACON. I would like to ask the gentleman, as the
working minority member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, as well as the minority leader of the House, his opinion

.as to the tariff on lumber when viewed by the light of the
Democratic declaration upon the subject in its last platform?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. So far as I am concerned, and I am
speaking for myself and not binding anybody, I am in favor of
elapping lumber on the free list. [Loud applause.] .

Mr. COLE. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. COLE. Do I understand the gentleman to say that we
produce 200,000,000 pounds of wool a year?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; I made that statement and
somebody corrected me.

Mr. COLE. It is 811,000,000 pounds.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I first stated 300,000,000; do you
think it is worth while to interrupt a speech by talking about
11,000,000 out of 300,000,0002

Mr, COLE. I understood the gentleman to say 200,000,000.
Is it not a fact that the duty on manufactures of wool, which
is over 100 per cent, is because of the inferiority of the wool
which goes to the American wool manufacturer?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No; it is not true. They count 4
pounds of wool to a pound of cloth, yet it only takes 3 pounds
and a quarter to do it.

Mr. COLE. Will the gentleman permit another interruption?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes, if you get through with it.

Mr. COLE. Is it not a fact that 75 per cent of the wool pro-
duced in the world to-day shrinks 663 per cent on scoured wool
over the wool in the grease, and is it not a fact that 75 per
cent of it takes 4 pounds of wool in the grease to produce a
pound of cloth?

Mr., CLARK of Missouri, It is not true.

Mr. COLE. It is true. :

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yielded to you, and I do not pro-
pose to dispnte with you. It is not true; there is not a syllable
of truth in it. This 4 pounds of wool in the grease to 1 pound
of cloth has been a lie from the beginning. [Laughter and ap-
plause.] Of course I do not mean that the gentleman lies; he
is simply deceived by others; that is all.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman permit
me to ask him another question?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well, if yon will ask the question
and try not to inject a speech.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, I will ask a question.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Do not ask so long a one as yon
did before. [Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that the re-
capitulation of the estimated revenues which was prepared by
the Ways and Means Committee shows that the revenues de-
rived under the Dingley bill last year from wool and manufac-
tures of wool was $37,973,801.34, and that the estimated revenue
under the new law is the same?

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Why, it has not been ten minutes
since the gentleman asked me if it was $17,000,000. You had
better go out and hold a convention with yourself and find out
what you do believe. [Great laughter and applause.]

Mr. MOORHE of Pennsylvania. I simply wanted to state the
facts which are stated here.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. You just stated that before.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I wanted to give you the facts
as to the revenue derived from the woolen industry.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If you will go out and study a lit-
tle, you might not ask any questions at all.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The facts speak for them-
selves, and I also wanted to get you away from Mr. YWhitman,
because there are other manufacturers of woolen goods in the
United States.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I have settled with Whitman, and
I humbly pray Almighty God I will never clap my eyes on him
again or hear from him again.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kenfucky,
tleman a question.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. The gentleman has stated that
he is in favor of free lumber. I would like to get information
from him that I failed to get from the chairman of the com-
mittee yesterday and the day before. I would like to know
whether he is in favor of free Iumber for the purpose of con-
serving our forests or in order to reduce the price to the con-
suomer; and then I would like to know, in all seriousness,
whether his investigation of this matter has developed the fact
satisfactorily to his mind that there is a lumber trust in the
m;nufacture of lumber in the United States which rules the
prices.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is your question, is it?
Understand, I am not trying to bind anybody. If I had not
consumed so much time, I might have gone into the lumber
question on my own motion, but I was drawn into it by a
question. I am in favor of free lumber for two reasons:
First, that the people of the United States may have cheaper
homes [loud applause]; that is the first thing. It is to the
interest of the Republic that every man own his own home, even
if it consists of only two rooms. [Applause.] The man that
owns his home is an independent man, and nobody has strings
on him; the man who is a renter certainly is not as independent
as the man that owns his home.

The home is the unit of American civilization. [Applauge.]

O fortunate, O happy day,
When a new h.ousehol({ finds its place
Among the myriad homes of earth,
Like a new star just sprung to birth,
And rolled on its harmonious way
Into the boundless realms of space.
I remember, when I was quite a youth, attending the Cincin-
nati Law School, that I heard Carl Schurz, the most illustrious
German that ever settled in America, deliver a lecture in the
Grand Opera House, and he declared that boarding houses
and hotels were the bane of American life,

Mr. STANLEY. Especially in Washington. [Laughter and
applause.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Anywhere. I do not suppose they
had fiat houses or apartment houses then. I would put them
in the same category with hotels and boarding houses. I want
to encourage home building, because I want to encourage mar-
riage, which is the happy condition of man, and woman, too.
These people who go around yelling at the top of their voices
“Is marriage a failure?” are a job lot of idiots; that is all
that is the matter with them. [Applause.]

There is not one family out of tem where the husband and
wife do not get along reasonably well. Of course, they quarrel
if they are properly constituted. [Laughter.] We used to
have a circuit judge out in Missouri, who afterwards was a
supreme judge for twenty years, Theodore Brace, a fine Chris-
tian gentleman. One day there was a good-looking young
woman prosecuting a divorce suit before him, and a big fat
widower sitting down in the recorder’s office waiting for her to
get the divorce, so that he could marry her that evening. There
was nobody defending the divorce suit. I suppose her husband
was glad to be rid of her. Finally Judge Brace concluded he
would defend it himself, and he went to work and cross-ex-

I would like to ask the gen-
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amined the woman. When he got through with the case it
resolved itself into the pitiable conclusion that she and her
husband quarreled once in a while. He said:

Yes, my good wife and I quarrel once in a while, but we kiss and
make up. You can do the same, and your bill is refused.

[Applause.]

I wish to heaven that the United States did not have a cir-
cuit judge in it that would not act as Judge Brace did. May
his tribe increase! [Applause.] A sweet baby is the greatest
Iuxury in nature.

Now, on the other branch of the gentleman’s question, on the
second branch of this discussion——

Mr. MACON. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Wait until I answer the other one.

Mr. MACON. This is right in line with the gentleman’s
argument.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I ask the gentleman to wait until T
answer the other question. As far as conserving the forests is
concerned, I am in favor of free lumber for that reason, too.
[Applause.] Fifteen hundred years ago Mesopotamia was the
most fertile part of the globe. To-day it is a desert. The thing
that made it a desert was cutting off the forests at the head of
the streams. When the Moors conquered Spain, it was the most
fertile country in Europe. The forests had been scarcely touched
in the mountains, but the Moors drove the Spaniards to the
mountains and kept them there four hundred years. The Span-
jards cut off the forests. At the end of four hundred years
Ferdinand and Isabella drove the Moors out of Spain, but the
incurable evil had been done by cutting off the trees, and Spain
has been drying up ever since. Everybody that has any sense
knows that if we go on cutting off the timber at the head of
the Missouri and Mississippi rivers the Mississippi Valley, the
most fertile portion of the globe to-day, i€ going to dry up in the
same way that Mesopotamia and Spain dried up. Yet, in order
to give a handful of timber barons, who are already so rich
that they can not count their money, an opportunity to make
some more, we are asked to deprive the poor people of this
country of the chance of building cheap homes and entailing on
our descendants the curse of living in a desert instead of a
garden. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. CUSHMAN, Will my colleague yield to me for a ques-
tion?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. CUSHMAN, Is not Mr. Gifford Pinchot the greatest
expert in this country on questions of forest conservation?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not know whether he is or not.

Mr. CUSHMAN. His testimony has been quoted a great
many times on this subject. I wanted to ask the gentleman if
he had read just this one sentence from Mr. Gifford Pinchot:

If the tariff on lumber were to be removed, it would be done, I take
it, for one or both of two purposes; either to reduce the prlce to the

consumer, or to preserve our forests., In my judgment it would ac-
complish neither.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What is the date of that document?

Mr. CUSHMAN. March 10, 1909. That is signed by Gifford
Pinchot, and is his letter addressed to Hon. SereNo E, PAYNE,
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If you are through with your ques-
tion, my answer is this, that no man in America did as much to
build up the sentiment in favor of free lumber as that same man,
Gifford Pinchot. [Applause.] Wait a minute now. These
smart Jumber kings and their attorneys got hold of him down
here and pumped into his head their ideas and he was con-
verted. As a conservator of forests he seems to have fallen
from grace.

I do not charge any corrupt motives in the case. I believe he
has been deceived.

Mr. CUSHMAN. It seems to me that that is a remarkable
statement to go into the Recorp about a man that has furnished
a good deal of information about forest preservation; and as
long as he was on the gentleman’s side he was quoted, but now
that he has honestly changed his mind, not from any corrupt
motive, but because he was absolutely overwhelmed with the
truth, it comes with ill grace from the gentleman to seek to dis-
credit him now.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I stated the plain matter of fact.
I did not comment upon it at all. There was no reflection upon
Mr. Pinchot. I stated that he converted me on this idea of
forest conservation, and then when I was converted and thought
we ought to have free lumber for that reason, in addition to free
homes, lo and behold, he turned a somersault. I refuse to flip-
flop because he does.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Does not the gentleman think he ought to
have more confidence in his savior than that? [Laughter.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No, sir; I do not. [Laughter.]
The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Epwarps] asked me if I
thought there was a trust. I think there is a trust, and Mr,
Weyerhauser is at the head of it.

I did not intend to speak on this lumber business. There was
a man who came before the committee—I think his name was
Walker. There are tricks in all trades. I showed up on the
Iumber business in this examination for ten times as much as I
was worth. There were certain gentlemen that wanted lumber
on the free list, and I did not care a straw what they wanted it
there for. I wanted it on the free list, too. One of them came
to me and said they would like to see me. I was suspicious of
the transaction at first, but finally I agreed to see them and
they told me a great many things. I found they were honest,
Among other things they told me what many gentlemen were
going to swear to, and finally one night about 9 or 10 o'clock this
old chap came in there, and, as I gaid, his name was Walker.
He had on a longtail black coat, a low-cut vest, a white choker,
and whiskers all over his face, and I thought he was a preacher.
That was my first impression. One of these men who wanted
lumber on the free list slipped out into the anteroom and wrote
me a note, saying that that man owned 650,000 acres of sugar-
pine land in California which he paid $4,000,000 for, at the rate
of 15 cents a thousand for stumpage, and is now selling it at
$3.50 a thousand as stumpage, and is trying to get $4 a thousand ;
and that his investment of four millions seven years ago is now
worth one hundred millions,

Well, he got up and told his tale, and to listen to it you wonld
have thought that he was pleading the cause of labor. Tears
gathered in his eyes when he talked about labor. I was loaded
for him by that time, and I sat back and waited for him to
finish his tale. Finally he got through. I said: “ Do you own
650,000 acres of sugar-pine land in California?” He said:
“That is none of your business. [Laughter.] That is a private
matter.” The gentleman from Pennsylvania flared up and said :
“What do you want to ask him that question for? It has noth-
ing to do with it.” I said: *“If you want to know the bald
truth about it, I asked the question to test his credibility as a
witness and to see whether he is telling the truth,” and I said,
“You answer my question.” I said: “Do you own 650,000
acres of sugar-pine land in California that you paid $4,000,000
for seven years ago at the rate of 15 cents per thousand stump-
age, and are now selling it for $3.50 and trying to get more, and
which is worth $100,000,0007” Hesaid: “ I don’t know whether
I own 630,000 acres or not.” I said: *“How much have you
got?” Hesaid: “Idon't know.” 1Isaid: “ Have you got 100,000
acres?” He said: *“Yes.” I said: “Two hundred thousand
acres?” “Yes” *“Three hundred thousand acres?” * Yes”
* Four hundred thousand acres?” “Yes.” * Fivehundred thou-
sand acres?” “Yes” “8ix hundred thousand acres?” “I
don’t know whether I have or not.” I said: * You come here
now in that kind of a condition and with that sort of a lay out
and try to make this committee believe that the only interest
you have in the matter is that of the wages of labor? ™

A few days after that I saw a statement in a newspaper
where the same man and Mr., Weyerhauser had formed a lumber
trust.

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota.
question?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Certainly.

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. I am as sftrongly in favor of
free lumber as is the gentleman from Missouri, but Mr. Wever-
hauser is one of my constituents, and I know him very well,
and I know he is not a member of any trust, but is doing a
legitimate business of his own. I do not agree with Mr. Weyer-
hauser in his views upon the tariff. He believes in a tariff on
lumber, and I do not. I want to state these things that I know
to be facts, because I know the gentleman from Missouri does
not desire to do Mr. Weyerhauser an injustice.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would not do him an injustice.
Now, I would like to ask the gentleman from Minnesota a ques-
tion. If there is not any trust, how do you reconcile the fact, as
stated by the chairman of the committee yesterday, that lumber
has advanced more rapidly on the average—that is, stumpage,
than any other thing on top of ground?

Mr, STEVENS of Minnesota. I did not say there was no
trust. I said that Mr. Weyerhauser was not a member of the
trust.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I may be mistaken about who is
and who is not a member of the trust.

Mr. JAMES. The gentleman from Minnesota is not conduct-
ing Mr. Weyerhauser's business, is he?

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Not at all.

Mr. JAMES. That is what I thought. You only know what
Mr, Weyerhauser said about it?

Will the gentleman yield for a
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Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Weyerhauser can take care
of his own business and of himself, and he is one of the most
honorable men I know.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The gentleman from Washington
[Mr. CusamaN] was asking me a question about Gifford Pin-
chot. I will tell you a more remarkable tale than that. I did
not accuse Pinchot of corruption. I accused him of ignorance in
the second instance. I will tell you what happened over there.
There was a bushy-whiskered man who came in there one night,
that looked like Secretary Stanton. That was my first observa-
tion of him. He was a lumberman by the name of McCormick,
Is he one of your constituents, too?

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. No; he came from Wisconsin.

Mr. CUSHMAN. He is one of my constituents. [Laughter.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I congratulate the gentleman. A
man named McCormick came in there, and he was testifying
in this way. He said it was all nonsense, absolutely nonsense,
to be talking about the conservation of the forests, and, by the
way, he said that the whole Northwest would have gone Demo-
cratic last year if it had not been that they thought the IRlepub-
licans were going to keep this $§2 on lumber. Does the gentle-
man agree to that?

Mr. CUSHMAN, There is some truth in that. [Prolonged
laughter.] We thought our industry was entitled to protection
in a bill that claims to be a protection bill and framed by a
protective party. In that connection, if the gentleman will
¥yield just a moment, in this matter of the tariff on lumber,
I am absolutely consistent when I ask for a tariff on the prod-
ucts of my State. I am willing to concede that same thing in
respect to a tariff on the products of other States.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What does that mean?

Mr. CUSHMAN. It means, to a certain extent, that the
gentleman from Missouri is consistent when he is in favor of
free trade all along the line, but for the man who advocates a
tariff on the products in his own district and free trade on the
other fellow’s products I have not any sympathy whatever.
[Applause.]

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I am not in favor of free trade all
along the line in the condition in which we find ourselves. We
have got to raise about $300,000,000 out of this bill, whether
we want to or not. So a man would be very unwise to be jab-
bering about free itrade under those conditions. But I agree
with the gentleman from Washington, although it deflects me
from what I was going to say about MecCormick—I do not know
whether he was trying to do that or not—I agree with him
that a man ought to be somewhat consistent about these things,
I announced here this morning that I am in favor of a revenue
tariff. I did not care a straw where the thing was—in Maine
or in Missouri—but that I am opposed to a prohibitive tariff
or anything approaching it, and I do not care a straw whether
that is in Maine or Missouri.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Does the gentleman think that when we
are importing about five and a half——

Mr. K of Missouri. Oh, I am not talking about the
gentleman’s particular case. I want to tell about MeCormick.
MeCormick came in there and said that it was nonsense to be
talking about conserving the forests; that the best way to con-
serve the forests was to go on and cut out the lumber and let
the fellows clear the brush up, and they would leave the sap-
lings, but which, by the way, they do not do.

I have driven 20 miles at a clip in Minnesota. It used to be
the finest white-pine country on earth, and there is nothing left
now in many stretches of miles and miles to remind you that
it ever was a timber country, except occasionally a sapling and
the roots of the trees, which they have pulled up to use in mak-
ing fences. So this friend of mine came out of the front room
and slipped around into the anteroom and sent me a speech
that McCormick had made three years ago on an oceasion when
President Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot spoke. I opened up
this speech and I saw his name. I said: “Is your name R. L.
MeCormick?” I think those are the initials. He said: “ Yes.”
I said: “Did you ever say in a speech that the end of the pres-
ent supply of lumber in the United States is now clearly in
sight?” He said: “ What is the date of that speech?” [Laugh-
ter.] So I read him the date. Well, he hummed and he hawed
and he bucked and he balked and he did not want to answer at
all. But I made him answer. I read him the speech sentence
by sentence, some of the most remarkable stuff in favor of the
conservation of the forests, to keep the country from drying up,
that you ever saw in your lifetime, and having located him in
between Roosevelt and Pinchot and given him the date of the
speech he could not wriggle out of it.

But I tried to make him tell whether he was or was not in
favor of those things which were stated in that speech, but he

would not do it. T read it to him and asked if he recanted
what he said, and he would not tell us, One statement in that
speech was just what I told you, that the end of the lumber
supply was in sight. I asked him if he did say that. Listen to
his answer: He said that there was more timber in the United
States standing now than when Columbus discovered America!
The fewer constituents the gentleman from Washington has like
that the better.

Mr. STANLEY. Gifford Pinchot has prepared an elabo-
rate map which he displayed to the Committee on Agriculture
showing that the end of the lumber supply is within thirty
years.

Mr. OLARK of Missouri. That was before he was converted.
Now, I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MAcox].

Mr. MACON. I desired to ask the gentleman a gquestion
directly upon the branch of the question that he was answering
at the time he declined to yield to me, and that was why I
wanted to ask the question at that point.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course I would be glad—

Mr. MACON. Now, I do not see that I have any question to
ask, because the gentleman has left that branch of the subject.
I was simply going to ask him this: If he did not think, in addi-
tion to what he had said about the American home, that it was
also one of the greatest antidotes for socialistic germs and
tendencies of which he had knowledge?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think so. \

Mr. MACON. I think so; and I believed the gentleman would
think so, and that is why I wanted to ask him the guestion.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the gentle-
man's attention to this phase of the lumber question: What-
ever cheapens lumber tends to leave a larger portion of the
tree in the forest, because no man will manufacture lnmber
which costs more to manufacture than he can sell it for when
it is made; therefore the man who cries aloud for cheap lumber
and cries for the conservation of the forests is the same man
crying aloud for two diametrically different things at the same
time.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That all may be.

Mr. CUSHMAN, One other question. The gentleman men-
tioned a moment ago a certain California man who had a cer-
tain timber acreage in California that increased in value from
$4,000,000 to $100,000,000 in a period of seven years.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is what my understanding
was,

Mr. CUSHMAN. Now, we have other products, other prop-
erties in my State that have increased far greater than that——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I congratulate the gentleman if it
is an honest increase.

Mr. CUSHMAN. There are agricultural lands in my State,
in the Yakima Valley and Wenatchee Valley, which I could
have purchased for $50 an acre when I went into that State
that are worth $10,000 per acre now.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Laid out in town lots?

Mr. OUSHMAN. No; they are fruit lands on which their
annual income is $1,200 per acre.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I can not yield for a speech; I
want to get through with this,

Mr. CUSHMAN. I want to ask this question: If we are go-
ing to legislate to take the value out of the stumpage and timber
that men buy, are we also going to legislate to take the value
out of farm lands? -

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Let me tell you something. We
can not legislate to take the value out of stumpage. It is
already there. They have got it, and we can not take it away
from them, however ill gotten it was, but it will prevent them
making more ill-gotten gains by putting up the price of
stumpage.

Mr. CUSHMAN, My judgment is if timber for lumber is
placed on the free list that the value of the timber would go
down with the cost of Iumber, and therefore the value of the
stumpage would go down.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
the next generation.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Yes; that is trne about a great many
other things. If we do not use up a thing, we will have it left.

Mr. OLARK of Missouri. That is exactly it, precisely, and
the coming generations ought to have a chance to live com-
fortably. )

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I want to ask the gentleman
one more question. He stated he was in favor of free lumber
for the purpose of encouraging the building of homes. Now, I
want to ask him if he will not agree with me that the men
living in his State, in my State, and in the State represented

Then the trees would be saved to
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by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Macox] hundreds of
thousands of men who work in the lumber woods and who
work under the mill sheds, live in the poorest homes, work the
longest hours, and have the cheapest wages of any other class
of laboring men in the United States to-day?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is dead easy. They live in
temporary shacks that are put up to last only until the trees
are skinned off of that particular piece of ground.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Many of them never owned a
home of their own in their lives.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. They will own them if you make
cheaper the lumber they themselves saw. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] They will own cheaper homes along with
the rest of us.

Mr. WEISSE. I want to ask the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. Cusaman] if he will explain why hemlock logs for lumber
that a year or so ago were $18 a thousand, were down to $6 and
$8 a thousand last year, and if it was not on account of the
panic?

Mr. CUSHMAN, There was a general depression of prices
that affected lumber, as everything else.

Mr. WEISSE. Would it have made any difference if we had
had a tariff three times as high?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Not at that particular time. I fail to eatch
the significance of the gentleman's question.

Mr. WEISSHEH. Have not hemlock logs for lumber declined in
Washington and Wisconsin from $18 to about $6, and I would
like to ask if the tariff had anything to do with the decline, or
whether or not it was the Republican panic?

Mr. CUSHMAN. It was a temporary depression and passed
away. I don't think the tariff had anything to do with it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I want to read a short argument
here. I did not expect to get in a controversy on the lumber
business, because I tried to quit two hours ago. Here is an
article from the Northwestern Agriculturist. The title of it is,
“The lnmberman no fool.” It is as follows:

Another- interesting phase of the situation is that many, perhaps
most, of the Americans who own timber in British Columbia and also
in the States are opposed to the repeal of the American tariff. One of
these men explalned his position the other day in the following lan-

guﬂs]:le_]:e way I fizure it out is that the best poliey for those of us who
own timber on both sides of the line is to do our best to keep up the
American tariff at the present time. That will helT us to get top
rices for the products of our American timber as long as it lasts,
he faster we cut that timber the more valuable the Canadian timber
will be when the time comes for us to use it.

“1f the tarif were to come off now our Canadian timber would in-
erease a little in value and our American timber would decline a little,
consequently we would gain nothing; but by keeping up the tariff as
long as there is any timber left in the United States we win heavily
both ways—first, on our American timber; and, second, eventually on
our Canadian timber—and the chances are that the American people,
rrit.h their delusions about a high protective tariff, will *fall’ to this
dea.”

It is believed here that this view is one that influences the Weyer-
haeuser-Hines interests, which directly or indirectly control a large
quantity of Canadian timber, in the strenuous fight they are putting uip
against the repeal of the tariff. Timber brokers here ex that if
the American tariff remains as it is British Columbia will be flooded
with buyers of those and allied interests for the Purpose of picking u
all the choice timber they can get, pregnratory o staging the secon
act in the great economic drama of milking the timber wealth of both
countriles,

I want to say to my southern friends here who are inter-
ested in yellow pine that the tariff on lumber never raised the
price of yellow-pine lumber one single cent since the world be-
gan. It would not lower it now to take the tariff off. You are
ghipping yellow pine into Canada this very minute. Now,
here is a remarkable fact: The Canadian Lumber Association
has sent out a letter begging the Canadian government not to
take off its export duty, and so forth, on lumber, because they
think if they do that we will take the tariff off of lumber; and
those Canadians up there fear an invasion of their lumber
market from the United States. They say we will dump our
cheap lumber on them and drive them ount of their own market.
The truth about it is that they are scared just as badly as our
people, They invade us, and we invade them. :

Now, in conclusion. I have talked a great deal longer than
I wanted to or set out to do, and if I had not been asked so
many questions I would have confined myself more closely to
the woolen manufactures and have finished two hours ago. I
want to give it as my deliberate opinion, with what study I have
been able to devote to it, that this bill raises the Dingley rates.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

I do not believe that the American people voted to do that.
I believe that when we get that maximum and minimum into
operation that will place the tariff rates more than 20 per cent
higher than they are in the Dingley bill. I believe that the
speech that the chairman guoted yesterday from President Me-
Kinley, at Buffalo, which may be taken as his farewell address

to the American people, was the thing that set in operation
this widespread movement for the reduction of the tariff. It
is a revolution, and revolutions do not move backward. No
matter what happens, the men who are in favor of a tariff re-
vision downward this year will be in favor of tariff revision
downward next year, especially if you make the tariff bill
higher than it is now. Revolutions do not move backward;
they move forward.
Though beaten back in many a fray,
Yet freshening strength we'll borrow,

And where the vanguard halts to-day,
The rear will camp to-morrow,

[Loud and long-continued applause on the Democratit side.]

APPENDIX.
ExHIBIT A.
Schedule K, by paragraphs and items.
Per cent
Item and rate. Value. Duty. ad
valorem.
Crass 1. WooL.

Paragraph 357. Unwashed on the skin: )
No. 8495, 10 cents per ——————-|  $305,162.50 | $£144,980.35 47.46
Cuba, 20 per cent off ... 33.00 .04 89.52

Unwashed, not on the skin—
No. 3496, 11 cents per pound._....._... 22,240,572,25 | 9,904,985.85 44,52
N “érs%beg!woogs—- und.
0. y cents per pound.......... 601.00 368.56 61.32

No. 8499, scoured, 33 cents.._..__..... 7,146.00 2,679.41 37.50

Crass 2. WooL.
Paragraph 357. Washed and unwashed
on the skin:

No. 8509, 11 cents per pound.__ ... 21,908.10 8,646,44 89.47

No. 3510, not on skin, 12 cents.______| 2,868,081.75 | 1,176,887.36 41.11

No. 3515, Angora, ete., 12 cents_____.| 738,540.00 262, 085,64 85.
Crass 3. WooL.

Paragraph 338. Value less than 12 cents:

No. 8528, on gkin, 8 cents per pound..| 206,159,570 65,104.14 26.73
No. 3520, not on skin, 4 cents per

PRl e e e s et e S 4,801,660,60 | 1,756,904.15 8#5.92
No. 8580, scoured, 12 cents..___._.__.. 115.00 80, 69.60
No. 8531,camel’s hair, ete., 4 cents___| 67,050.00 25,136.96 37.49

Paragraph 359, Value over 12 cents:

No. 3533, on skin, 6 cents_.______._... i 45.68
No. 3534, rot on skin, 7 cents... s 85.18
No. 3536, camel’s hair, 7 cents_____.___ - 110,779.30 12,34

Parnzrap]; 364. Wool and hair advanced,

n.s.p. f.:
No. 3538, 33 cents and 50 per cent.___ 1.00 1.49 149
o T R DL R L N T 962,92 .20 3.
Paragraph 363. Rags, mungo, and
flocks: =
No. 3547, 10 cents per pound. .. 46,454,00 15,129, 82.57
Paragraph 3862. Noils, shoddy, and
wgr.stasé;‘g ils, 20 ts 17
0. 3540, noils, o B s 5,835,00 » 122,20 50.60
No. 8552, shoddy, 25 cents............ 14,00 13.75 98.21
In 1905 the ad valorem rate on
shoddy was. 22 A it 250
In 1906 the ad wvalorem rate on
shoddy was.._............_. 174.50
Paragraph 561. Top, slubbing, and rov-
ing wastes:
No. 3556, top wastes, 30 cents________ 5,224.00 8,284.40 62.87
No. 3557, slubbing, 80 cents. ... 19.00 22,50 118,42
No. 8558, n. 8. p. 1., 20 cents________ 61,184.00 £8,426.00 46.50
Paragraph 565. Yarns:
No, 8562, 273 cents and 40 per cent.... 21.80 31.18 143.02
No, 3563, 88% cents and 40 per cent____| 133,016.06 116,843,50 B7.25
Paragraph 27. Blankets and flannels:
No. 3565, blankets, 22 cents and 30
o e P R S 316.00 340.32 107.60
No. 3567, 88 cents and 85 per cent____ 219.00 232.41 106.12
No. 8568, 33 cents and 40 per cent____ 20,737.95 21,204.53 71.30
ml:f;km more than 3 yards in
gth—
No, 8571, 33 cents and 50 per cent____ 40,60 67.18 165.42
No; 8572, 44 cents and 50 per cent.___ 3,668.00 4,437.70 120,98
No. 3678, 44 cents and 55 per cent.___ 8,27.60 8,601.35 104,55
Americans have no chance for vari-
ety in blankets. T'he rates prohibit
eompetition.
No. 8623, flannels, 22 cents and 30 per
cent 24.00 34,48 143.67
No. 3625, 33 cents and 85 per cent.... 128,00 129.61 101.26
No. 3626, 11 cents square yard and 50
per cent 111.00 117.10 105.49
No. 8627, 11 cents square yard and &5
per ecent 6,089.13 5,217.20 86.80
Flannels weighing over 4 ounces
per square yard—
No. 3630, 44 cents and 50 per eent.... 4,856.00 5,480,64 125.80

® No mungo in 1907, In 1903 the aa valorem rate on mungo was 1Z1.15
per cent.
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Bchedule K, by paragraphs and items—Conti —
= D nued. Schedule K, by paragraphs and items—~Continued.
Per cent
Item and rate. Value Duty. ad <
% ¥ ’ r cent
S na Item and rate. Value. Duty. llad
valorem.
Crass 3. Woor—Continued. L—Co
Crass 3. Woo!
Paragraph 367. Blankets and flannels— B
0&9 inm Pa.ragmph 378. Two-ply and Dutch wool
o 1, 4 cents and 55 | AN
s et DR R S dgm::: o $10,800.00 |  §583,168.50 106.57 N, § 584, 18 cents and 40 per cent.__.|  §1,603.00 $003.65 58.63
:vhole market to American manufac- Pg:gnnh gt R ' i
urers
Pamzraph 208. Women's and children’s No. 3685, 8 per o0t | 61,600.00 a0 5
No. 8579, 50 per cent. 5.00 " al50 50
Nge rsfga'_’f cents square yard and 50 Pml?l:sph ésf)ﬂ amts,lmﬁo Wg :{? e g 00 e L
n
Ng,;_r”:?'t e e T 1,892,018.00 | 1,475,421.77 105.92 No. 3578, 22 cents and 40 per cent_____ 7.321.00 5,188.84 70.81
n
Ngé m.‘? ey o v 138,489.00 147,314.18 108.37 = 5
T cen 83,131.50 82,002.63 . S
N},’e rm ¥ cents square yard and 56 96.87 Paragraph 366. On cloths, knit fabrics, ete.
i e ---| 1,878,074.45 | 1,203,387.28 94,13 | 1+ Woolen or worsted cloths:
S sning cv b Sk ln’i‘g}? quare A, ?ai:;)elﬂn altynot more than 40 cents, 33 cents and 50 per cent—
In 1905 the
N £‘6§'t zood:dv::-’om ottt 165.11 “ﬁi’cmgt 3? KRR SHARTROOHNENRS SR S AN Das i
0. 3608, 44 cents and 50 per cent.__ 295,00 240050 | 115.68 Valued more than 30 cents a
- . nd
'rh’;] ad valorem on thess T0-cent and 40 per cent—MeKinley ; no‘;:u:nglrgrfh:tlgago it & '0{3%%
No. 5500, menty and o5y weaE | i || e el '
The ‘'ad valorem rate on these g il 92.61 L i g i pounds__ T1, 308. 45
more than 70ent goods in 108 Duty R
No. 3610, 11 cents square yard and 50 o Hdnig 71:1 ren 50,888
R e e Ty 6,566.50 6,831.10 104.10 SI0Tem per cent__ 134. 97
The rate has gone as high in The revenue under the McKinley bill for 1894 and 1895 was
1901 as i o - 180,77 3142_)600 or $71,300 a year; during the Wilson period,
N?ﬁ ?31011' i‘il “ﬁl:ts and 55 per cent_____| 4,100,810.49 | 4,258,859.17 103:6& gg :tlh: 'g?gg‘.ig; ;gfgdtgrgl %onollllionbg {e?rs 0%%&“‘ o i
or about $1 a
No. 8612, 33 cents and 50 per cent.___- 3,00 T x;.:gg B. Valued at more than 40 cents and not more than 1“6 cents, 44
6" avokake 50 T o TatE o . cents and 050 per cent—Dingley. Y
X this item for ten years was AN %nlued above cents, 44 cents and 50 per cent—McKinley.
No_ mli' 4 Eents and B0 Net ol 163,760.00 153.408.0% 15y Valued more than 50 cents, 40 per cent—Wilson.
Bas ;h 3014, 4 cents and 55 per cent.— | 2,207,821.98 | 2,811,458.98 100,50 SpOEtatEE Il pounds__ 295, 760. 58
0. 3615, 44 cents and 60 per cent..__ Duty _ 53, 500, 07
P“;_fmph mm E.,‘:.i‘.‘:,‘,’;’?;, % 111,465.73 | 106,985.20 95.98 Rgig oy 224, ?}u Ggg
per cen 1.00 1.41| 141.00 valorem
N 3638: oA RN , e per cent—— 18. 89
§° 357, 44 conts Anq i per ot ey g llu| .00 C. ““;,“&;{2;“ 70 cents per pound, 44 cents and 55 per cent—
o 44 cents 60 987, 967, e Y
P?_[rmwh ey m};d 2 é)erp ?!.;ntfib- 617,267.00 | 568,067.47 92.17 Vnﬂ.l:é !Is‘\ll:c;ve 70 cents per pound, 44 cents and 50 per cent—
e - Valued above 70 cents per pound, 40 per cent—Wilson,
No Jo & nis and 2 0 S LB L em| 14 Importatlons, 1907———_________pounds__ __ 4,799,020
o , 44 cents an "oq7. i ! i
Para usqst; f‘?c‘u Cloaks, ew..%ﬁrs‘feg?'f::' o Sty et %'JH' i gg; 3349: %g; gg
0. , 44 cents and 60 per eent___.. = nit value. %
kinﬂéggf%:ndk gggﬂg 1'?;;; mrmtgk 141,740.60 113,860.52 80,82 T.h_gd“\;ﬁ]orpm = per cent $1.12
er before or e son and Dingley schedul -
Diigey achotuie: parable—one. belng above 50 cents and the g g
e 3;*3 ‘14 ‘:e%nu_md Mol F e s centsaas&g(l] Lt:_f:&ru esuﬁrs ég? Wilson schedule produced about
P“f#g"%gwﬂg Eet:]at;ﬂ:]] dha;t or wo‘.‘sﬁ"‘ Hrsias 13,771.82 86.61 giél(.‘ed iﬂ tilz:; y‘enrs nbou'e, Ooge o%gtnggn:‘bot‘ite Digﬁ};ﬁ%opum
or dente.. | ce1,28: 812, ar ur our s th il
Parg{naph 370. Ready-made elothing: T 1 SR OF i g‘éﬂgg of cloth ﬂgoﬂt SJEB ggl%?()t(‘) scgﬁd 'ﬂzr”rﬁé'ﬁ {;1%09&1%
6,250.38 778,884.02 A
Elhglppg]m:er 25 m%eir r?ru: ol U gg 20, Eg nhzgf %i“gsg Smﬂug@i‘_d fb;rtmt its threa divisions in ten years
Paragraph 371. Webbings, gorings, band- ' iy el valorem ore. ¢ ¢ more evenge on
ings, b"’”“ﬁ  Jaces, &x, gor :ﬁ:!’ liand valorem rate produced more than T 50 per cent miore revenue on
3659, cents per po and 60 2. Knit fabrics, not wearing ap) nrel {duty, see belo
5 w) :
Phelelli]:fnl.nos. 25 per cent off. 12,62%.% i il 3 Valuad t,l;‘:f L s pe}; i )
P“f‘%&% glr?ub:nd - | i .20 5 l}ur g, S s NN fgg
No. 3501, 44 cents and 0 Der centos| 180700 | saueoeier | s gnuitt vaiue = 141
0. &g&;. 44 cents and 55 per cent..__| 5,869,457.80 | 5,064,787.62 94.32 Ad valorem per cent__ »- ?E’f
Pﬁ;g:‘%fa siid ‘égbg?]?"“! Aﬁumm, 8.00 1.67 55.67 B. Hom ttmn 40 cents and not more than 70 cents per
; enille carpets:

No. 3575, 60 cents and 40 per cent.._ 8,146.55 | 81,989 l’”mu"“‘ P Laiticis 846
Pa;%g:ph 479. Same carpets woven for St it ol —~  $641.00
I = :

N?o ?]u;s. wtcents a square yard and E&"tgm}’.;‘r'é‘.ﬁ ﬂ%%lﬁ.{"%
Seiftpaln B Ll e T per cent__ {
ke R e B B e
rtations
N‘o = Mtc.ents a square yard and D ue st 9, B_S‘;}QSB
cen u 253
Paragraph 874. Brussels carpets: el S.50.0 12,82 Unit value T :9 25d 25
No. 877, 4 centa & square yard and | £ 350 Ad valorem per cent &5 o7
,403.33 8,645.08 : Duty on A, B, and C oy
Pt;l;:gﬂph 875, Velvet and tapestry vel- o Wltt?n 3&;1 55 per cent t:: mes a:al%gdd::h;ogm Zn“’{;‘é
ey cents and less than 40 cents per pound.
Paragraph 37? %‘:&ﬁi ;ioni’:ﬂ?nt"_- e 29,005 .50 in 3333;1;:?: sfl?:dgil:gllj;;“gchhteénlmlo)m th]f D $404.800 revenne
? ule bro
Pnrygraist?la _'__1;8 mtslan?ndnwmm: mtt_;--- 816.00 191.€ 60.78 than $65,000 in ten years, ught 1n but little more
No. Bs2, 22 omImbu S s WUMWL__l 10,006.00 e | s 3. Plushes and other pile fabries of wool:
e e e Jeialls, L0 405 Coie aNa B0 it st 1 gley. OB il values, McKialey,
oose to ve A p to 50 cents
per cent or 118.27 per cent or 100.59 per isrie gt g Bagl o b cent ; above 50 cents, 50 per cente—Wilson. T To > 40 P
or do without. This destroys the wor‘?ed Idea—tgﬁ- I;lm{dmn Drofis, B Dot more A
stitutes the prglil:tucgl __ One has the right to hugn;llse M e portatiohs, 1907 pounds__ 89
en no r erfere beyond the legit te demand: : a5 31
h reve- Value ____
::;_ arE u?t éﬁogf?ngroﬂe;éf:n are paying to American manura.c jers an Unit value__ 532
gooﬁs. Ad valorem per cent__ 14 9%
I 1.78
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8. Plushes and other pile fabries of wool—Continued.
B. More than 40 cents and not less than 50 cents—

Importations pounds__ 2,103
Value 1, 434. 00
Duty 1, 642. 32
Unit value $£0. 682
Ad valorem per cent__ 114. 37
C. More than 70 cents—
Importatlions pounds__ 16, 574
Value $£18, 082, 50
Duty .- $17, 237. 94
Unit value $1. 09
Ad valorem per cent__ 05. 33

The Wilson schedule in 1894 and 1895 brought in $75,300
revenue, or $37,650 a year. The Wilson schedule in four
ears brought in $155,000, or $38, 750 a year; the Dingley,
112,000 in ten years, or $11,200 a year.
4. All other n. s. p.

Im!)ortatlons. 1001’ pounds.. 213, 440. 15

292, 296. D2
Duty 249, 615. 66
Ad valorem____ -per cent__ 83. 50

Census s#amtiﬂ, 1905, woolen gocds.
[ Establishments, 702, as against 1,085 in 1900.]

EXPENSES.
Balnrles clerks, officials, etc 3, 430, 855
‘Wages, 72,747 emplo;m 8, 827, 656
Men over 16 44,452
Women over 16. 24, 552
Children under 16 3, 743
Miscellaneous expenses 8, 218, 706
Cost of materials 87, 830, B25
. Total 128, 308, 002
Value of product 142, 196, 658
Profit 13, 888, 656
Capital, or about 10 per cent 140, 302, 488
HEARINGS.

Page 05037.—Cincinnatl Clothiers’ Assoclation corroborates a letter
from Max Silbirberg to Hon. NicHoOLAS LOXGWORTH, which said:
“ Never before in the history of the country had woolens from the

been so rank and costly to the clothing manufacturers as now.”
Mr. Whitman denied this, and the Cincinnati Clothiers’ Association

affirms its trath.
PGFG —Amerlcan ery Company think there should be no ma-
teria chn.nﬁ]a in Sched K,. and that woolen knit underwear should
remain in the wool-clothing schedule,
The American Wool and Cotton Reporter (January 3, 1907) quotes
J. Cliftord Woodhull, of the American Woolen Company, as ing
in reference to the claims of the National Association of Clothiers,
that woolens were rank and hlgb. “It is impossible to produce a
fabric of equal quality for the same price as has been done ln former
years ; hence the result that bayers who refuse to pay above a certain
price ars com%geled to ucriﬁce mug
Pag rseverence W. ompany asks that the ad valorem
duty on cloth be changed to n. specifie mte do not ask for a high
nr.e* a less rate; we use worsted ams as our raw mater I
resenf tariff shuts no one Dﬂfa as In manry things ; they have the
ft to-day deaplte nII wa can do; some of our customers buy the
Drummond fabrics; in fact, this firm has sold thousands of pleces; if
the can do so, the tarltr is not too high ; make the rate specific en-
tirely ; the least labor goes in and first process manufac-
turln as top making ; then comes tl:e yarn at a higher labor cost, and
lnstly the manutactur ﬁ‘or the cloth.
Page 6269.—Suttons 11s, North Andover, manufacturers of broad-
cloths, say that any reduction of duty will force them to close down.
Page 503;—Max Lowenthal, of Rochester, a manufacturer of thirty-
slx years, says that the McKlnIey nnd Dingley tariffs have both worked
injuries to e woolgrowers and the manufacturers of woolens, but
most of all to the consuming publie; the people wear less of woolen
and more of shoddy by reason of these schedules; not a fraction more
duty tglm:'uld be put on wool than the difference of raising it here and
abroa

ExuisiT C.
Paragraph 867. Blankets.
8. Valuoed at not more than 40 cents a pound:
Dingley, 22 cents and 30 per cent ad valorem.
Me ey, not more than 30 cents IEL cents and B0 per cent.
Wilson, not more than 30 cents, és cent.
McKinley, more than 30 cents, but not more than 40 cents, 22

cents 35 per cent.
Wilson, more than 30 cents, but not more than 40 cents, 30 per
cent
Importations, 1907 pounds._ 1,118
a?lfﬂ $"31li 00
Duty - $340. 00
Unit rate 0. 283
Ad valorem per cent__ 07. 80
Wilson revenues, 4 gmrs. $18 or $4,725 per year.
Dingley revenues, 10 years, § 360 or 81 530 per year.
b. More than 40 cents and not more tha.n 50 cents

Din 33 cents and 35 per cent.
élnfeg‘ 33 cents and per cent.
Wllson, 5 per cent.
tations pounds__ 47%
Vn "“ 219, 00
t{ 232. 41
Unit rate io_ 4
Ad valorem per cent_. 086. 12
[ A !Iom than GO cents:
lgjle{ 33 cents and 40 per
ey, 38% oents and 40 per eent.
Wllson. 5 per cent.
Importations pounds 28, 2
Value 29, 73? 9.:
Du 1. 204. 5
Unit rate £1. 05
Ad wvalorem per cent__ 71. 380

Wilson revenue, 4

ears, $14 or $3,600 g)er year.
Dingley revenue, 1

years, 3:{43000 or $14,800 per year.

d. Blankets more than 3

s long.
Same duty as clomyuﬂ L

Importa- Unit | Ad va-
tions. Value. Duty. | vaive.| lorem.
$67.16 | $0.2806 .Pleﬂrﬁc:"

4,437.70 | .62 | 120.98

8,501.35 .B88 | 14.55

T SO

e. Flannels more than 30 cents and not more than 40 cents per pound:
22 cents and 30 per cent—Dingley.
22 cents and 85 per cent—>McKinley,
30 per cent—\Wilson.

Importations, 1907, pounds._. 124
Value _ 24, 00
Du

Unit value 104
Ad_valorem per cent_.

Wilson revenue, 4 gearﬂ. $856, or $216 r annum,
Dingley revenue, 10 years, $617, or $61.70

per annum,
f. Valued more than 40 cents, not more t 50 cents:
33 cents and 35 per cent—Dingley.
MecKinley, same.
Wilson, 35 per cent.
Importations, 1907 p d 2
Value £128, 00
Dutg $129. 61
TUnit value. £0. 498
Ad valorem per cent__ 101.26
g. Valued more than 50 cents, not more than 70 cents:

11 cents square yard and 50 per oent—Dlngley.
33 cents a pounlf and 35 per cent—McKinley.
30 per cent—Wilson.

Importations square yards.. 560
Valn 111. 00
Duty 117. 10
Unit value - $0.198
Ad valorem per cent_. 103. 49
2 ety MATE Tore W5 65 t—Dingl L

cen uare yard an per cent—Dingley.

33 cents :;‘;ll:mundy and 35 per t:ent—MIu‘:I'Elnlt’.'_'rt.!"7

Wilson—35 per cent.
Importations square yards_. 17, 234. 25
Value Eg. 039. 13
Duty -
Unit valoe 3;)
Ad valorem per cent—— 6. 39

Wilson revenue on all above 40 cents, 4 years, $10,800, or
$2,650 a year.
oremne on all above 40 cents, 10 years, $26,900, or
a year.
But for an unusual importation of 40,000 square ya in
1906, the Wilson schedule would have been a far better
revenue getter,
i. Flannels, weighing over 4 ounces per square yard—
More than 50 cents, not more than T0 cents, 44 cents per pound
and 50 per cent—Dingley.
All walues, Mcl\lnley, the same.
5O per cent—Wilson.

Importations, p d pounds__ 7. 506
Value £4, 356. 00
Duty $35, 480. 64
Unit value _ ig 58
Ad valorem per cent__ 80
Wilson revenue, 4 years, $120 or $30,125 per year.
Dingley revenue, 10 years, 544 80!5 orsﬂ,480 g:r gear.
j. More than 70 cents a pound—
44 cents and 55 per cent—Dingley.
Importations pounds. 58, 475
Value 49, 890. 00
Duty 58 108. 50
TUnit value. 0, 853
Ad valorem per cent__
Total blankets—
Importations pounds__. 45, 111. 39
Value 42, 199. 15
Duty _ -- $34, 878,47
Unit value §0. 935
Ad valorem per cent._ 82, 64
Total flannels—
Importations—
Value 60, 548, 13
Duty 60, 147. 62
Unit value. $0.719
Ad valorem per cent.. 105. 04
Exportation flannels and blankets, value.__ $54, 937, 00
HEARINGS.

Page 3311 —Willlam Whitman, Boston, stated that the quantit
blankets consumed in the United States was \e?’ large, but he coul
state how large, in figures ; several millions of dollars ; he did not stnnd
for a prohibi ve duty ; the imports are very small of hhnketa and flan-
nels ; would not admit "that an import of $108,000 with duties of 82 and
103 per cent in a consumption of millions was prohibitive ; the fact that
less than 1 per cent was imported did not make it pmhlblt!va we make
them so cheap that there is no object in im rtin ; thought a Bmﬁt of
10 or 12 per cent a losing game; did not t duties on
and flannels could be reduced ; the export of 354 000 in flannels was no
indication that we do not need the present high tariff ; flannels are out
of fashion and we dump them; we are not exporting blankets in com-
petition ; it is not possible for us to do it; we have the exclusive control
of the American market on blankets; T do not producé blankets,

A Ba.mﬂhlet without name, pnbl!ahed on D&LIE 3446, attacks Whitman
and North very seriously, especially Nor
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ExHIBIT D.
Paragraph 368. Women's and children’s dress goods, cotton warp.
. Not excogdlng 15 cents per square yard and not above TO cents a
pound :
7 cents and 50 r cent—Dingley.
Not over 15 cents, 7 cents and 40 per cent—McKinley,
Not more than 50 cents, 40 per cent—Wilson.

Importations 1907 . ___square yards__ 11, 128, 071
Value 1, 392, 913. 00
Duty . 1, 475, 421. 77
Unit value $0. 125
Ad valorem = per cent.. 105. 02
b. Valued ngt exceeding 15 cents per square yard and above 70 cents a
pound ;
T cents and 55 per cent—Dingley. :
7 cents and 40 per cent—M ey.
40 per cent—Wilson.
mporiations 1907 ____________square yards__ 1, 016, 360
Value. 138, 489. 00
Duty 147, 314, 18
Unit value £0. 136
Ad valorem - per cent_ . 1086, 37
¢. Valued a‘!dmva 15 cents per square yard and not above T0 cents per
pound :
8 cents per square d and 50 per cent—Dingley.
Bame McKinley. yar e e
40 per cent—Wilson.
Importations 1907 ——————______square yards_- 104, 086
Value :33, 131. 650
Duty 32, 092. 63
Unit value 0. 171
Ad valorem r cent_.. 94, 8T

(=1

pel
. Valued above 15 cents a square gard and above 70 cents a pound:

8 cents per square yard and 55 per cent—Dingley.

8 cents and 50 per cent—McKinley. e

50 per cent—Wilson.
Importations square yards-- 6, 721, 266. 83
Value 1, 373, 974. 45
Duty ——— $1, 203, 387. 28
Unit value. T $0. 204
Ad valorem per cent 94. 13

e. Welghing not more than 4 ounces per square yard and valued not
more than 40 cents per square yard:

83 cents and 50 per cent—Dingley.

44 cents and 50 per cent—McKinley,

Not classified—Wilson.
Importations pounds.__. 476. 5O
Value £149. 00
I}nt? $231. 75
| 3i0h AT Y TR S e R R R R S Tl £0. 313
Ad valorem __ r cent_. 155. 54

pe
Over 4 ogncm per square yard and valued not more
pound :
44 cents and 50 per cent—Dingley.
See above. Wilson and McKinley.

)

than 70 cents a

Importations pounds. 879.75
Value £255. 00
Duty - e $249. 59
Unit value $0. 672
Ad valorem per cent__ 115. 63
g. Over 4 ounces and more than 70 cents:
44 cents and 55 per cent—Dingley.
Importations pounds.. 9, 709, 42
Value —— :‘ll. 358, 40
Dut 10, 319. 31
Unit value $1.17
Ad valorem per cent__ 02, 61
RECAPITULATION.
Value. Duty.
$1,475,421.77
147,814.18
82,002.63
1,268,387.28
281.75

Total.....

2,050,270.35 2,959,216.51

Exportations, 6,551 square yards, valued at $5,674,

ExmmsiT E.

Paragraph 369.
A. Women's and children’s dress goods, not above 70 cents per pound :
n. 8. p. f., 11 cents square yard and 50 per cent—Dingley.

Importations, 1907 __ _________ square yards__ 32, 208. 93
Value 6, 536. 50
Duty 6, 831. 13
Unit valoe §0. 203
Aok alorem" o s om s T Rl s per cent__ 104, 19

B. Valee above T0 cents per pound :
11 cents per square yard and 55 per cent—Dingley.
Importations square yards__ 18, 124, 9500, 22

Value $4, 109, 310, 49

| e , 859, 77
Unit value $0. 227
Ad valorem.. per cent._ 103. 52

C. Weighing over 4 ounces per square yard and valued not over 40
cents per pound :
83 cents per pound and 50 per cent—Dingley.

lmPortnt ons —__ pounds__ 1.25
Value 2. 00
Duty - 1. 41
TUnit value 1. G0
Ad valorem per cent T0. 50

D. Weighing more than 4 ounces, valued from 40 to 70 cents:
44 cents and 50 per cent—Dingley.

Importations pounds 252, 543
Value 162, 760. 00
Duty 192, 498. 92
Unit value $0, 644
Ad valorem per cent 118. 27

E. Weighing more than 4 ounces, valued above T0 cents:
44 cents and 55 per cent—Dingley.

Importations pounds 2, 381, 026. 97
Value $2, 297, 821.93
Duty $2, 311, 453, 93
Unit value —_ = £0. 985
Ad valorem per cent__ 00, 59
Total value g , 576, 450. 92
Total duty 6, T64, 645. 1
Total for paragraphs 368 and 369:
Importations—
Value $9, 526, 572. 8T
Duty $9, 723, 674.92

ExHIBIT F.
Paragraph $70. Ready-made clothing, shawls, knit goods, and felis.
A. Clothing :
44 cents a pound and 60 per cent—Dingley.
493 cents and 60 per cent—McKinley.
Not less than $1.50 per pound, 45 per cent; and not more than
$1.50 per gouud,lgo Tper cent—Wilson.

Importations, pounds 383, 258. 59

Value $1, 0186, 250, 38

Duty $778, 384. 02

Unit value - $2. 65

A RO e S e . LY per cent_._ 76. 59

Exportations, value . $1, 688, 778. 00
B. SBhawls:

44 cents and 60 per cent—Dingley.
Under 30 cents dper pound, 33 cents and 40 per cent—McKinley.
Between 30 and 40 cents, 383§ cents and 40 per cent—McKinley;
35 per cent—Wilson.
Ah%yl? 40 cents, 44 cents and 50 per cent—MecKinley ; 40 per cent—
s0n.

Importations pounds.__ 47, 823. 52
Value $61, 283. 75
Duty $07T, 812. 67
Unit value o $1.
Ad valorem per cent__ 92. 70
C. Enitted goods:

44 cents and 60 per cent—Dingley.

49% cents and 60 per cent—McKinley.

560 per cent—Wilson.
Importations pounds_ - 451, 378. 75
Value S 617, 267. 88
Duty. Rl 568, 067, 47
Unit value $1. 37
Ad valorem per cent 92. 17

D. Cloaks, ete.:

44 cents and 60 per cent—Dingley.

49% cents and 60 per cent—MecKinley.

60 per cent—Wilson.
Importations_..________ SRS S | (|1} )| (| A 65, 491. 27
Value 141, 740. 680
T e ey~ 113, 860. 52
Unit value i .16
Ad valorem per cent._. 0. 32

E. Hats of wool:
4 cents and 60 per cent—DtngIc:iv.
163 and 30 ger cent, 22 cents and 35 per cent, 33 cents and 35 per
cent—McKinley.
30 and 35 per cent—Wilson.

Importations pounds__ 9, 616. 80
Value gl 5, H00. 00
Duty 13, 771. 32
Unit value e §1. 65
Ad valorem per cent 86. 01
F. Felts:
44 cents and 60 per cent—Dingley.
493 cents and 60 per cent—McKinley.
25, 30, and 35 per cent—Wilson.
Importations: pounds.._ 01, 117.75
Value 111, 405. 73
b2, 11 SR —— 106, 935. 26
Unit value_ 2 51, 99
Ad valorem______ -per cent 5. 08
RECAPITULATION,
Value. Duty.
ArOlothing. - oo caciaea ] 4 $1,016,250.38 $778,384.02.
BB e A " 61,283, 57.812.67
0. Knit goods 617,267.88 68, 967 .47
R O R e e 141,740.60 113,850.62
. Hats st g e 15,900.00 13,771.32
3 1,852,442.61 1,582,795.00
F. Felis 91,117.75 111,406.73
Ameriean manufacturers, men’s clothing :
b of establisl nts U e e 1T 4, b4

$13, 703, 162
b7, 225, 506

Salaries paid 13,210 officials and elerks_ . ___
Wages paid 187.190 workmen __________ .. _______
Men over 16 68, 7
Women over 16 T
Children under 16
Miseellaneous exp
A i e e e e S

Total exp

BT, 695, 240
185, 793, 436

314, 417, 344
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American manufacturers, men’s clothing—Continued.

Value product $355, 796, 571
Profit_ 41, 879, 227
Capital (about 27 per cent) 153, 177, 600
—_————
Value importations clothing_. 1, 016, 250
Value product 300, T 9&: 5T1
Yess than one-third of 1 per cent.
Women's clothing : - !
Number establishments 3, 351
.
Ralaries paid 10,920 officials and eclerks____________ 075, 944
Wages paid 115,705 workmen ﬁ: 180, 193
Men over 16__ A2, 614
Women over 16 72,242
Children under 16 B4
Miscellaneous exp 24, 349, 282
Materials_ 130, 719, 996
Total expenses 216, 225, 415
Yalue product 247, 661, 560
Profit 31, 436, 145
Capital (about 42 per cent) T3, 947, 823
Less than 1 per cent is imported.
Wool hats:
Number establishments 17
Salaries paid 68 officials and clerks 94, 245
Wages paid 1,503 workmen 19, 104
Men over 16 1, 030
Women over 106 433
Children under 16 40

Miscellaneous exp

293, 208
1, 369, 810

Materials
Total ex 2, 870, 457
Value produet 2, 457, 206
Profit. 80, 809
Capital (about 5 per cent) LE 1, 646, 064
Importations are as 15,000 to 2,450,000, or as 3 to 49.
8:
umber establishments 39
p———— a————1
Salarles paid 201 officials and clerks ______________ §350, 504
Wages paid 3,254 workmen 1, 356, 754
Men over 16 2,546
Women over 16__ 699
Children under 16 9
Miscella exp 612, 760
Materials.. B, 754, 026
Total expenses. 8, 074, 140
Value product 8, 9048, 594
Profit

874, 4564
Capital (about 9 per cent) 9, 66T, 136

Page 5026.—William R. Ellis states that Emgl.sh hat bodies welgb!ng
3 pounds to the dozem, price in England $2.06 a dozen, take 1.3

n%aci.ﬁc duty and 1.23 ad valorem, or $2.55 on an article valued at
$2.06; telegraphed England for labor cost on a dozen such hats, and
the answer was 40 cents a dozen. In American the labor cost is 70
cents. Very little Is imported, and the cost of machinery for a plant
to manufacture them is great. If duty were lower, the hat bodies
would yield a revenue and give labor to American labor. Buggests 40

r cent duty on hats in the cone or unfinished state and 65 per cent
{)teblockad or trimmed.
Page $319.—Mr. LONGWORTH submitted a letter from a constituent

merchant tailor, stating that the real users of ready-made clothing—
the laborers, me cs, and farmers—are practically receiving no value
for their money; that the manufacturers of cloth are turning out
inferior —poor qualities and coloring—fading soon and cockling.

Mr, Whitman, on the other nd, stated that never in the history of
the United States "were its rwple weariug such good clothing. The
merchant tallors of Cincinnatl came back with a statement, say that
all that Mr. LoNGWORTH'S constituent had stated was true.

Page 813}.—Mr. Theodore Justice, of Philadelphia, stated that an
all-wool sunit of clothes, such as he had on, could be made for $12.50;
that the sunit he had on actually cost that. He produced the bill as
an exhibit. Its retail price in Philadelphia was $12.50. The wholesale
clothing business in the United States is enormous, and we sell ready-
made clothing cheaiper than anyone in the world. The suit I have on
will cost as much in England as here.

All-wool suit, §12.50, is made from 33 yards, weighing 21 ounces per

yard, or T4 ounces scoured wool:

Wool costs $0. 63
Manufacturing 20
Net mill cost .83
Profit .08
Clothiers' price o b
83 yu at 91 cents 3.19
lfagln?& 3. 50
Wholesale price 6. 69
Profit 1. 50
Price to retailer. 8.19
Profit 4.31
Price to : 12. 60

T4 ounces of clean wool (quarter blood) In America_______ 2 29
T4 ounces of clean wool (quarter blood) in England ________ 1.32
Difference between free and protected wool . .97

Mr. Justice, page 3239, clalmed that the free-wool schedule of the
Wilson law saved the people $65,000,000 in clothing—a tangible es-

sence, which he offset by an lntaugl‘ble ggnontlty, a creatlon of argu-
ment—and claimed that we lost $420,5600, in purchasing power.

Page 6269.—Sutton's Mills, North Ando’ver, manufacturers of woolen
goods (dress), represent that any reduction of duty would close their
mills ; capital, $450,000; 150 to 200 workmen ; operating since 1802;
manufacture andclotha. kerseys, venetians; come in competition di-
rectly with French and German goods; labor cost in our mills three
times that of the French.

Page 6270.—Richard Rauft, New York City, importer of v
asks that felts for pianos be taken out of ready-made clothing; the Wil-
son bill classified them roperlg as “felts n. s. p. £.;” the present
rate, 44 cents per pound and G0 per cent ad valorem, to which I do
not objeet, if they are placed In a separate paragraph; I import 60,000
pounds per annum ; value., $80,000.

Page 5038.—American Hoslery Company think there should be no
change in Schedule K, and that woolen knit underwear should remain
in the wool-clothing paragraph; the duties on knit underwear should
remain as they are, at a minimum rate,

pianos,

Exurierr G.
Paragraph 371. Webbings, gorings, ete.:
50 cents per pound and 60 per cent ad valorem—Dingley.
60 cents per pound and 60 per cent ad va.Iurem—Mc[Elnefey.
50 per cent—Wilson,
Importations, 1907 pound
Value
Duty __
Unit value s
Ad valorem per cent__ 80. 83
In 1898 and 1809 goods came in yielding a revenue of $275,000, or
$137,500 a year. BSince 1800 the highest revenue has been $88,089 in
1900, a the lowest in 1907. The total for eight years has been

$382,600, or an average of $38,260. During the Wilson perlod the total
revenue was $250,700, or $62,675 a year.

HEARINGS.

Page j7j2.—Ploneer Buspender Company say that they are Interested
In pnrngns:hs 320 and 371; that ten years ago they bought foreign
fabries freely, but that to-day, on aceount of protection, the purchases of
foreign fabrics are rnctlcali‘ry nothing. We are e:porﬂ%s suspenders to
almost every part of the world. Our business has trebled in ten years;
gives emglo ent to hundreds of employees, and has daily sales amount-

5, 218. 05
12, 122, 50
10, 122, 59

$2. 40

ing to § 0—7,000,000 pairs of suspenders and garters a year. Does
not say what he wants, but evldentii[no change,

Pages 2076 and }952.—The Braid Manufacturers' Association of the
United States ask that the duty be retained.

Page 6219.—Lace and Embroidery Manufacturers’ Assoclation repre-
sent that machine-made woolen embroiderles and laces are great luxuries
and nearly all imported. Ask a proviso to Earngrapb 871, making laces
made from certain machines subject to highest rates.

ExHisiT H.
Profits of wool manufacturing.

Census Bulletin No. 67, 1905, gives the following statisties on 1
and worsted goods and élothln’g manufactures : 0060

Number cof establishments

Expenses :
Salaries pald 28,454 officials and clerks____________ $30, 015, 521

8, 873

Wages paid 394,893 workmen 63, 503, 042
Miscellaneous exp 98, 564, 88T
Cost of materials 514, 002, 738
Total exp 806, 086, 168

Value of product 911, 399, 841
—_—

Profit 105, 313, 673
Capital - --- D20, 892, 740

Approximately 20 per cent.
scellaneous expenses cover, according to the census report:
1. Rent of factory works.
2. Taxes.
3. Rent of offices, interest, insurance, ete.
4. Contract work.

ExuasiT J.

Bhrinkage.

Samuel 8. Dale, of Boston, In a circular reprinted from the Textile
World Record of Febi » 1909, gives shrinkage on scoured wool,
based on experiments running through forty-six months:

1. Loss which can not be accounted for by any tan
21.22 %wr cent of the welght of the scoured wool and
or 1.27 pounds of scoured wool produce 1 t;;:und of cloth.

2, Loss which can and which can not accounted for by tangible
by-products, 85.11 per cent; or 1.54 pounds of wool and waste produced
1 pound of cloth.

G wool to 1 pound of cloth:
63 potmgs Texas wool for lot bonght May 18, 1888.
5 pounds Oregon wool for lot bought April 10, 1800.
4 pounds California wool for lot bought February 17, 1887.
3 pounds Oregon wool for lot bought April 28, 1887,

23 pounds E-blood wool for lot bought June 24, 1887.
1% pounds East India wool for lot ht June 12, 1890,

‘1%21-0 is no ratio between grease wool and finished cloth.
Justice Tables. Page 3263 :
pounds 53-ounce western Australia wool to 1 pound of cloth.
pounds 93%-ounce Buenos Ajyres.
pounds Good Hope.

unds 8f-ounce Adelalde,
pounds sz-ounca Port Philip.
pounds 143i-ounce Port Philip fine lamb's.
pounds 5Si-ounce Montana.
pounds 9%-ounce Ohlo xx.

Schedule K. TWool—Paragraph 356.

The skirting provision of this paragraph is objected to
tana Wool Growers' Association, page LH000; it has beenb{

ble material,
yed material ;

C LR |

the Mon-
nterpreted
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and operated so as to prejudice the interests of all woolgrowers in the
Union ; indorses the letter of W. K. Harber, filed as an exhibit; asks
that the duty of 11 cents be retained without the skirting clause ;
rotests against the dunal classification of third-class wool, inasmuch as
is wt::ul enters into clothing ; claims that 82 per cent of it enters at 4
per cent.

The Harber letter filed claims that an Importation of 100 pounds of

Australian skirted wool shrinks per cent and g::ys $11 duoty; it
yields 50 go of wool upon which the duty that has been paid
averages 22 cents 3 cents contemplated

a 1pcm.mi. comgnred with the
bgsparmapb 354. o produce 50 pounds scoured wool would require
1 unds of Montana unwashed wool, shr 63 per cent, which is
ced by the Australian wool as above. In other words, 135 pounds
ntana wool is protected by $11 duty, or 8 cents a pound.
The manufacturer benefits ty this through a compensatory duty om
orts of woolens, about 38 cents a pound, to offset the duty assumed
imports of raw material and the enhanced cost
he actual duty paid, however, was but 22 cents.
PARAGRAPH 357.
a. All w%lis and h:;lr of the %rstnclass.
even cents pound—Dingley.
Same—McKlnP:ry.
Wilson.
First class, not on the skin, unwashed.
Importations, 1907 :

of

to have been pald u
of domestic wool.

Pounds 90, m"_,' 825. 76
Tons 45, 022, 06
Value $22, 249, 572. 25
Du -- &9, 904, 985. 85
Unit value. $0. 247
PV Ry B e D o per cent__ 44. 52

In addition there was 1,675.25 pounds of washed wool, not on the
gkin, paying a duty of 22 cents a pound and 8,119.50 pounﬁs of scoured
wool paying a duty of 33 cents a pound.

b. 1 wools or hair of the second class.
12 cents per pound—Dingley.
Same—MecKinley.
Free—Wilson.
Becond-class wool, not on the gkin, washed or unwashed.
Importations, 1907 :

Pounds 9, 807, 394. 50
Tons s .
Value 2, 863, 081. 75
ty 1, 176, 887. 36
TUnit valuoe $0. 292
Ad valorem per cent_. 41. 11
c. Hair of the Angora goat, Alpaca, and other animals, second class.
Importatﬁfns. 1907 : u
Pounds 2,101, 547
Tons 1, 095.7
Value —_ 738, 540. 00
Duty___ 262, 985. 64
Unit value $0. 337
Ad valorem per cent__ 35. 61

PARAGRAPH 3808,

All wools of the third class and camel's hair third eclass
valued at less than 12 cents per pound. ot
4 cents a pound—Dingley.
50 per cent ad valorem—McKinley.
WMIED i T the miie. yite Jess tian 28 ts
, on the skin, value less
Importations, 1907 : SRGN InE Dyand.

I'ounds. 4

Tons - 5024, gggg%
E:Itt;e = e ;, 801, 660. Gl‘:l
Uil vatie e it

Ad valorem per cent..

Btumllnn camel’s ha!sb washed and unwashed :
m

mportations, 1907 _______pounds.. G628, 424
Valuoe $67, 050
Duty $25, 136. 96
Unit valoe $0. 107
Ad valorem per cent__

PARAGRAPH 359.
All wools of the third class and camel’s hai
12 cents per pound, 7 cents a pound wooll; valued at more than
Importations, 1 :
Pounds

44, 440, 828, 86
99 49

Tons 22 420, 4
Value 8, 843, 857
Duty__ $3, 110, 858, 03
Unit value $0.1909
Ad valorem per cent__ 35. 18

Camel’s hair:

Importations, 1907 :

Pounds 1, 682, 561

ol Tons 32 .

Value 61, 612
Du 110, 779. 30
Un}zmme $
Ad valorem per cent__

PARAGRAPIT 860.
Wool on the skin: -
One cent less than for same class of other wools—Dingley,
l!cKln.lv?;l schedule required same rate as other wools.

som.
Importations, 1907 :
Class 1

pounds.. 1, 449, 303. 50
Class 2 802 i
Class 3 do 1, 836, 804. 50
Total do. 8, 864, 712
Total tons 1,682.3
Value :
Class 1 §$305, 162. 50
Class 2 21, 908. 10
Class 3 206, 150. T0
Total 533, 230. 39

Unit Ad va-
Dutles. | vajge. | lorem.
Cents. |Per cent.
D B T o i s e st i s e M g s e e ] $144,930.85 0.211 47.46
Olazs 2. 8,646.44 27 89.47
Class 8 > 55,104.93 d12 26.73
Total 208,680.93
In addition there were 3 pounds taxed at 33 cents and 5O per cent,
49 pounds at 44 cents and 50 per cent, and 847 pounds at 44 cents
and 55 per cent.
Ad va-
Importations. Value. Duties. et
Po " Per ecent,
.................. 91,504, 587.00 ,502,514.75 [$10,052,977.24 44,55
--| 12,077,545.50 | 3,623,520.85 | 1,448,510.44 40
Olass 8. cccoecaccncanaa.| 92,453,118.86 | 14,275,547.80 | 5,061,251.40 85.45
Total s 196,035, 251,86 I 40,461,501.090 | 16,562,748.08 | _______
PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION,
Domestic wopl produced, 1907, washed and unwashed,
E:unds 8, 294, 750
Total importations, all classes . _________ pounds__ 196, 035, 251. 86
Total pounds.__. 494, 330, 001. 368
Domestie wool produced, 1907, washed and unwashed,
tons 149, 147.38
Total importations, all ¢l tons_- 98, 017. 6
Total tons__ 247, 165
Domestic wool exported pounds 214, 840
Domestic wool exported tons 107. 4
Total pounds__ 404, 115, 161
Export of foreign wool pounds 3, 231, 908
Total American eonsumption . ____pounds__ 490, 883, 253

The Burean of Statistics, in the Statistical Abstract, gives this
498,695 547 pounds; centage of importation on production, 65.71,
The value of the home production was:

1. Bheared wool, washed and nnwashed________________ $62, 958, 165
2. Pulled wool, washed and unwashed 15, 303, 000

Total value 78, 263, 165

Monthly import prices, 1907—Raw wool.
Olass 1. Class 2,

January $0.243 §0.308
February..coee.- 2t 200 304
Mareh.. © 2556 306
L e e e e g S e 260 .813
MY .265 292
| T S L S S . 257 .820

Domestic prices—Washed Ohio fleece, g:rr pound, in eastern markets—
Octo 1, 1907.

July 1 and
July. |October.
COents. | Cents.
Fine 34 35
Mediom. - 38 8
Coarse % 84
Average value, scoured wool, October 1, 1007, 50.2 cents.
Annual average import prices, 1907:
Clothing wool cents__ 26
Combing wool do. 30
Carpet and other. do. 15

On January 2, 1896, the Wool and Cotton Reporter gave the follow
prices, among ol':hers. on wools for Texas, Csll!sornta, Oregon, Wyomtl:g

and Arizona :
Texas. |California.| Oregon., | Wyoming.| Arizona.
Spring cholegooeeeo.| 12t013 12to 15 408 Lo 13
Spring average . 11 to 12 11tol12 10to 11 11
Fall eholce . _____ — Wtoll
Fall average. . .| 9to10
Burry and defective. 6to 7
Defective. 6to 7
Fine
Fine.
Choiee.
Heavy.

In February, a slight change in higher grades; no change in lower;
no change in March, April, or May.

InJune,bun'{wd ve, 5 to 6; fine, 6 to 8; heavy clips, 7 to 8.

In July, California defective went to 5 to 6; all higher es fell
off a cent everywhere. The prices remained practically un for
the rest of the year,
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American wools.

October | May 7,
1, 1866. 1896,
‘Washed clothing:
Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia- oo oeeeeceol 17t019 | 18t0 19
O s 16 to 17 16 to 17
Michigan, Wiseonsin, and New York____________________| 14to15 15 to 16
Michigan, Wisconsin, and New York, No. leeeccaeeeee-| 171018 | 18to 19
‘Washed combing and delaine____ 19to20 | 19to20
Fine delaine, Michigan and Wi 17 to 18 18 to 19
No. 1 bi 19to20 | 20to?21
Unwashed eombing, one-half blood......... o i e S W B e 15| 1l5tol6
Kentucky, Indiana, and similar wool 16 | 16 to17
Illinois, Missouri, and Wiseonsin 14to15 | 16to 16
Unwashed, light and bright, Ohio and Pennsylvania........ | 12to 13 18to 14
Michigan and New York fine 11to 12 12 to 13
Kentueky, Indiana, and similar. 15to16 | 15to16
Illinois, Missouri, and Wisconsin 13tol14 | 14tolb
Choice brushed, scoured, eXtra. . ..o cceeeccommiaaanaaad 32to33 | 33to3s
A supers. 29to3l | 30toa2
B supers 25to 26 | 26to27
O su 22 to 23 2to28
Combing 26 to 27 26 to 28
Fine combi S0to32 | 82to33
California:
Finest. 81 to 32 32 to 33
Becond 26 to 20 27 to 30
Defective. s 18 to 25 18to 25
Foreign 1wools.
October
1, 1806; | January| May 7,
December| 2, 1806, 1896,
3, 1896,
Australian combing, chofee......... 2 22to2 | 21to24 | 22to28
Australian eombing, good_ .. _._____________ 20t022 | 19to20 | 20to 23
Australian erossbreeds 22t023 | 22to 24 22 to 24
Australianelothing . ____________ -----| 20to24 | 18to %1 | 20to22
Australian choicest elothing. ... . ... ... 24to27 | 21to 24 22to 26
Cape and Natal....._ 14to15 | 14 to 16 14 to 16
Moty Iden e ] 15to16 | 15to 16 15 to 16
South American pulled....... 27t020 | 27t020 | 27to29
English coarse.. . 24to26 | 24to 26 24 to 26
English 3 to f.cceeeannoon e 22 to 23 25 %
Oanada combing, fleece. . | 2to28 | 25to26 | 2Bto24
Canada combing, pulled. ..o e el 22to028 | 26to27 | 22to 28

On December 1, 1896, English one-fourth to threeeighths went to 25 cents.

HEARINGS.

Page 2776.—Willlam Hooker Atwood, for New Haven Carriage Fac-
tory : Tarlff on wool should be reduced so that there could be a reduc-
tion on cloths suitable for carriage and automoblle bullders. Tariff on

atskins should be reduced to at least 10 per cent, as American manu-
g:cturem have had time enough to make in quality and finish equal to
Europe, and they are not doing as well now as they did twenty years

REO.
s?’ago 3132.—Willlam E. Dana, of New York State Sheep Breeders'
Assoclation, asked for a retention of the tariff.

Page 313}j~—Theodore Justice, Philadelphia, Pa., held that Schedule
K of the Dingley bill was all right and should be maintained; wore a
suit of clothes which he said proved that the United States. under
Schedule K, could now make batter and cheaper eclothing than England
or Germany. He showed that an Amerlcan with four in family, buy-

eight suits a year, was out of pocket $7.76 by reason of tariff on
wool. To offset this, he has received 200 per cent more than German
wages, which enables him in three days' work to make what the tariff
cost him. He filed several exhibits showing the importations of wool
for eleven years, the wool supply of the United States, the use of
shoddy, general Republican prosperity, ete.

P 3270.—Hon. Charles H. Grosvenor malntained that you can not
reduce the tariff on wool materially without destroying that Industry.
He held that it was not naturally as profitable as other agricultural
industries and, on the whole, only fairly profitable. He held that
XX wool of Ohio could not be produced at 20 cents a E’gmml:l. and
that it needed protection. He held that the free-wool schedule of the
Wilson bill cut down the industry in Ohio and throughout the country,
Ohlo wool sells at the home of the producers at from 25 to 28 cents,
and that was the low-water mark of production. He held that wool
was the finished product, so far as the farmer was concerned. Argued
that the sheep in Harrison County ran down from 161,000 under Me-
Kinley bill to 92,000 under the Wilson bill.

Mr. Crarg called his attention to the fact that there were only
107,000 there now, and there was no explanation. He admitted that
the price of wool was affected by an increase in the price of land, and
t! has had some effect in the number of sheep in Ohlo. He defined
no material reduction to mean no reduction whatever.

Page 3286.—Mr. Moore, of Mannington, W. Va., a woolgrower, repre-
senting the fine-wool district of Ohlo, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia,
held that the industry was in such condition as to demand a tariff,
and that not a low tariff. His section Sroduced a8 good wool as
Australia and Argentina., We produced 298,000,000 pounds of wool
last year, of which 130,000,000 were scoured. Our wools are sold on
the scoured basis on an average of 623 cents a pound. Our wool income
was $£78,000,000. Ohio produced $3,700,000 worth, Pennsylvania
$ '000, and West Virginia $815,000. If Argentina can compete
after paying the tariff, what would she do with the tariff removed?
So as to Australia. He did not think the industry could stand the
least reduction. Wool in 1896 brought from 12 to 15 cents; to-day
unwashed wool 20 to 22 and washed wool 25 to 27.

Hig attention was called to cotton, which sold from 4 to 6 cents in
1896, but he could not explain it. Could not fix the labor cost on a
pound of wool. Could not gﬂ whether less labor was employed in
raising sheep than other an

Page 329}.—Mr. P. G. Johnson, for Idaho woolgrowers.

Expenses of
was Sl.ﬂsxge

1,700 sheep, being 1,200 ewes and 500 yearllugsf year in
1897 and $2,844 in 1907, an increase in cost o production of $1,365.
This would be $1.67 a head.

The tariff is 11 cents a Sound on a
T-pound fleece, which would make the tariff protection $1,309 per given
flock, or less than the added expense. In Idaho sheegl raising is one
of the principal industries, and the tariff should remain on wool—the
finished product of the farmer.

Sheep in 1907 were worth $3.50 each and in 1903 but $1 each, going
up in value from $1,700 a flock to $5,950 a flock in 1907, which they
are worth to—da{]. Sheep are raised for both mutton and wool. One
thousand seven hundred sheep will yield 7 pounds of wool each, and
11,900 pounds of wool, at 1%’ cents, would be $2,023 for the wool.
The mutton sold compensates the loss, and but for that we would go
out of business.

Page 3206.—Theodore Justice follows a number of blank pages omitted
by request of the committee. A large part of what Justice said might
well have been omitted in justice to Justice, to Justice and the com-
mittee, Mr. Justice said that Texas wool, under the Wilson bill, now
worth 20 cents, was then worth 4, and California wool but 2. The
Statistical Abstract for 1907, page 566, gives wool prices for the whole
United States, as follows:

Fine
washed, | Medium,| Coarse.
Cents. | Cents. | Cents.
P LT e Ty 19 213
April 19 21 18
2] e R S e C e e 17 18 17
October 18 19 18
The lowest prices for the whole country were in 1805 :
Fine, | Medium.| Coarse.
Cents. | Cents. | Cents.
® o A A (L N S A e ] e 1 20
April 163 20 18
Sitnen o =] e P e | 18 21 19
October. 18 1 19

The prices were furnished by Messrs. Maujer & Avery, New York.
The prices in 1897 were:

‘ Fine. Hedjum.‘ Coarse.
Cents. | Cents. | Cents.
e e e = o8 BB
pril..... ==l
R T e s G 23 224 21
N o e e ki i m e i et 27 20 25

These are seaboard market prices, but it is hardly conceivable that
Texas or California wool ever receded to 4 cents, or 2-cent prices,

He adduced statistics showing that the sheep in the United States
from 1880 to 1905 had increased 10 per cent, while cattle had increased
105 per cent. To produce the wool imported in 1907 would require
48,000,000 sheep, and to raise all our own wool would require 20,000,000
more sheep to make the ratlo of sheep to population in 1905 equal to
that of 1880. In other words, we would have to double our supply.

Page 3298.—Mr. Willlam Whitman, of Boston, president of the Na-
tional Association of Wool Manufacturers, stated that his association
asked for no reduction on raw wool, and believed that the existing rates
should be maintained. The American woolgrower supplies TO per cent
of the wool used in wool manufacture; that encouragement of the
sheep industry not only secures the woolen industry, but results in
cheaper food and clothing for the people; that the imported wools are
not grown here and can not be. Some forelgn wool is superior to home-
grown wool for some fabrics, but all imported wools compete,

He asked that wool tops be transferred from paragraph 364 to 3635
which is a reduction. e asked for no increase on any schedule o
manufactures, regarding the present as the most satisfactory schedule
ever drawn, and the present protection adeguate for every purpose.

The people engaged In woolen manufacture are not pald excessive
wages, nor are the managers receiving excessive profits. Neither is
there any monopoly. The present duties do not prohibit Importations.
A reduction of the tariff would reduce wages and profits, causing the
industry to lose capital. There are $370,800,000 invested In the busi-
ness now, employing 185,502 geogle, making a product worth $380,-
000,000. here are 1,200 establishments, 333 operated by individuals,
311 by firms and partnerships, and 567 by corporations. There Is no
gle%nupoli. Dividends are relatively small and few great fortunes have

n made.

Page 3469.—Mr. Hans Schmidt, Buffalo, N. Y., representing Schoellkopf
& Co., Importers of sheepskins and tanners, argued that the difference
of 1 cent on fleece wool and wool on the skin was not enough to build
up the importing business. Asks for no change In schedules beyond
this. Of 200,000,000 pounds lm’ported less than 3,500,000 came in on
skins. Asks for a difference of 5 cents a pound, and for a reduction of
50 per cent on class 3 wool. Has been making from 8 to 11 per cent on
the wool and leather bLusiness combined for several years.

Page 3§78.—Mr. Henry O. Relneke, Philadelphia, I'a., wool puller for
fifty years. Wool separated from skin chemically and called pulled
wool. Being worth 3 to 4 cents less than fleece wool, the differential of
1 cent in the tariff does not permit them to get a sufficiency of foreign
skins. The domestic supply is fast ﬁolng into the hands of the great
packers, who pull the wool and tan the skins. The chemlcal treatment
makes the wool less valuable. It costs 50 cents a skin te pull the wool
and the average skin will yleld 23 pounds of greased washed wool,
Asked that the difference be made 5 cents.

Page 3j80.—Mr. Patrick McGraw, of Allegheny, Pa., made the same
statements as the preceding.

Page 3456 —Mr. G. M. Wilson, of Douglas, Wyo., stated that before
leaving home he had gone to the county clerk and got a statement show-
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ing the ni.:n.tus et the s.henp mduauv in Wyoming. Converse County

.shnweﬂ 225,585
£566,736, or nbuut $2.50 a huad

ged, and

£a,
change in the tariff.
Page 8506—DMr. A, 8.

all the balance are

gmnnthmtothenmcﬂntof

is, abwtiapercentammﬁ
way. Wants no

encumbered
Wool in 1603 worth 6 centza tl:l:ls year 156%.
Erickson, of 8alt Lake Ci .g ror the Utah Wool
Growers' Association, clalmed that on account of skir

ting and shrinkage

the woolgrowers did not get the full 11 eents 8rot.ectlnu. It cost $1.50

f head to ran a band of sheep a year in

cents a sheep, shearing 15 cents; whether hand or machinery it

tah. Greasing costs 20

costs every man in Utah 123 cents a head; old-fashioned nhe.-xmr
gets B cents a sheep; a hand shearer s.henrs 75 to 80 sheep a

say It is cheaper to shear by hand, oth
gay ;: the machine gets more wool off the shee nnd is t!.king the place
of hand shearers; all the items of expense, taxes, herdlng. ete., make
the cost $1.50 a head; the wool sells
modified to $1.74—096 cents for wool anﬂ TS cents

of 24 cents a sheep,
but only about 3
lambs. 8

a day ; some
erg by machinery : he cnuld not

or about 82 a head, which he

tur lamb—or a
or about 8 per cent. The $2.25 was for the ?amh
per cent have lambs, which averagzes 78 cents tor

tarted in with 100 head and now has 2,000; fourteen years'

h: increase hy raising lambs and

Erowt
one-half his

lambs.

buying sheep} has mot raised

Page 8518. —Mrs. B. Bounemort, of Salt Lake City, stated about the
same as the preceding.
Pages 8520 and siss—Two men asked that the tariff on wool be let

alone,

FPage 3525,
gheep raisers of New Mexico

—Mr. B. J. Huling, of

‘Trinidad, Colo., edpr
southern Colorado, asked for a continu-

esenting the

ance of B;]):ment duties. Thnw;ht the present rates adequate. Cost of

Taising

eep increased T

5 to 100 per cent; has 10,000 sheep; grazes

4,000 ncres and does mothing else; caplf.a.l $85000, but in debt no

dividends in
10 per cent;

six or seven years: ineo
twenty years In fhe bus!

rated ten years; rate of interest
mess ; have made money at times.

e 3527 —Additional by Mr. Wilson : Owns 20 shearing machines,
which cost $1,000 each; ungine cost $T5
to shear shecp by machine We
neater work. Get more wool first year with the machine, but never
In fact, we lose more by the use of the u:u;chfne Bhear-
‘hg machine costs 10 cents ‘?e:aend for yearlings and 11 ecents for

afterwards.

2 and £ year old wethers.
cent higher than by hand. A wether

2 cents more a sﬂgd in the market.
Page 8560.—Mr. B. N. D. North filed a brief showing his connection as

nt ﬂltearéenate Finance Committee in 18

t.lun presented h

of the National Association

750 ; shed, $1,000, It costs more
shear that way because it does

ring by machine is at least 1

eared machine will
Wool in 1903 was about 13 cent.a

of Wool Manufacturers, as clerk
94 and 1897. Claims that it

tirely clerical and legitimate, and that he used his position as
cl.erk for no ma{;hjmte

why the National Assocla-

urpose.
with $5,000 and ralsed his salary.

age bi4h—Mr. Boloman Luna, of Albuquerque, N. Mex., asked that
the tsrlﬂ' on wool be let alome. The p:?cg of wool t:Hiax oanly makes

a profitable

investment. The expens

go much that it almost absorbs the
60,000 sheep; owns la.mi and

head for five months’

e of rais ﬁ advanced
11-cent tariff. uns a flock of
forest reserves; pays T cents a

ing to forest reserves and 3 to 5 cents per

acre for territory lan ooopayn the Government 7 cents a head for

20,000 sheep; rents 235,
cost 8 cents an acre and the balance §

cres from the Territory, 15,000 of which

cents. Seventy men are needed

as herders, at $20 and $25 a month, the year round. About 30 get
the hlﬁher price. No 30 get $25, 30

The T

men cover the 60, sheep.

get $ and 10 from to
During lambing msﬁa we tfgg:

210 extra men about forty-five days, at $20 a month and bnu.fd. which
costs about $20 a month more. We also hire ahenrars at B cents a

head and hoard.

needed. FEmploy 8 extra men for dip
8§20 a month. The ma.terinl for dl‘pD g costs 3 cents a head when
tobacco i8 used and 23 cents for lime and sulphur. Loss from storms
and drouth about 30 per cent in 1903 ; in 1904 about 5 r cent; in
15 per cent; and the same In 1906 and 1

1905 about
from

in 1933 was 360,000 pounds and
netted 123 cents a pound and in 1906 13 cenis; in 1905 about 11
cents. Bhears but once a year; some 10 per cent of New Mexico herds

shear twice.

In 1907 sold 5,00(] lambs ;
gell much mutton. Gets 3

Shearing lasts about a month 80 men are

ing, which S eight days, at

Losses
ory animals from 2 to 8 (perlso_I =, The entire cllp of wool

0,000. Last year we

in 190G, 16,000. Does not

to 43 cents a pound for lambs.
ahu?

welgh an average of 50 to 60 pounds. Sell some sheep at §2
Two years ai:n sold 16,000 head at $2.75 each. The wool a.nd gheep

that were sold paid ezpm-ea, the profit was the 40 per cent ewe
lambs retained. We 65 cent increase by lambi I had
ewes. This year I had 22,000 lambs and kept 8,000 haad., worth

82,000 e
32.50 a head, or §20,000 profit. 1 made no more
clear

profit.

raise very fine shee
We sell to feeders.

ofit, and this was not

Lost 18,000 head of shee in 18989 ?41 a enow storm. We
raijse fair-sized sheep and whnt

from individuals also. We

put down a
costus

ed * clothing wool.” Can not

%es We raise bdg sheep, but send none to market.
ides the land I

lease I own 12,000 acres. Lease
wells, It costs about $2.000 to

well and to ugn:m a windmill. We have 18 wellsa that

to 5 cents for wool n er free wool.
vyidual sheep raiser in New Mexico.
to 5 cents & pound, but now am getting only 1 ecent. In h cases

t the mutton.

Mr. HrLr wound the witness up at this
he was making less mnneI to-day under a 11-cent tariff than he made

under free wool—page 4453.

26,000, It uires 10 acres of land to the head. Go}n 3

I think I am the largest
Tnder free wool we got from 4

In all the years of free wool I mean we lost money.

int and showed him that

Luna then submitted an estimate

)
for 2 man who had 2,000 sheep {p 4454), which purported to show
that a small man could make more money. Ele was uired as soon
as he got home to slél;‘}ei: tobalanua sheet of his business five years,

swear gozlt. and
L) L
Mr. Clark then wound him

the committee.) He kept his sheep in
up as to the sa of & wholesaler over

a retaller, but he parried; he denied that the lamb crop was velvet;

argued that

nomaninthemrlmry

would so claim; he elaimed that

wool on the free list would canse wool and sh utnprlces.togo
Brgc;es ol:ﬁgﬂxm In 1007 we had 1,000.000 more sh than

would materially affect the sheep lndnstry the mutton not being sufil.
.denttoma.keita business !;nlassranfmmﬁ cents to
$1 a head. pnﬁe 4453 he Bubmltted an itemized statement.

Page 3463 —Mr. W. Kelly, of Las Vegas, N. Mex., a member of the
New Mexico Wool Growers' Association: Have about four and a hnlt
million sheep in New Mexico and need all the protection
drought this year destroyed about 25 per cent of the lam nnd l‘rom

E

10 to 12 er cent of the old sheep; we had another in 1903 ; in
1899—3 nineteen years. The only calamity demanding 1 ing is
the drought. In business sinee 1884 ; started in with $1 sh 3 bought

10,000 sheep in Arizona in 1803 at 50 cents a head and sol ‘them in
1894 at $1.50 ; raise gheep for both mutton and wool, wool first and
mutton uecum!l‘ lambs are not clear gmﬂt becaunse we do not have 80
and 90 per cent crops; we get 55, 60, and 65 per cent; we have not

ﬁed our sheep up to Missouri sheep and can not hold a candle to
fm 3+ In some laces 20 aecres to a sheep is required, in others 10; 1
have about 43 l.m I have made nothing this year, even with fhe
tariff; 1 raise no ut $1,160 or $1 last year, about
8 to 10 per cent; many yea.rs nsu tuo men eould care for 3,000 sheep,
but not now ; we could in old times Tun 5,000 in a flock, but not now:;
our sheep are hrger to-day, but not one-hailf larger.

Page 4501.—Mr. J. A. Delfelder, of Lander, Wyo., a woolgrower : Waool
product of Wyoming, in the grease, 36060 830 ds, shorn from
4,010,300 shee Eﬂreqnlrcs 5,000 men, suppﬁrdng 25, people—or praec-
tically about f our populatiun is dependent on sheep; have been in
the business gince 1804 ; own 21,000 slmep ranches worth $150,000, and
make a profit of less than 3 per cent; ‘before 1894 I specumted in
sheep ; pay 15 cents a head for shearing ; my pay roll is $9,000 a year;
dipp{n cents; own 12,000 acres; lease about 10,000 acres, at
frum nents to 5 cents an acre, aver%%ng about 3} cent.s allow 9
acres for 1 sheep; feed in the winter e; fed 1,500 to 2,000 fons
of altalfa this costs §5 a ton, but we raise some; winter before last
fed 1,000 tons; for five years past about 1,000 tons a mr inerease
in uutput this year abtmt B0 per cent; in ordi.uary years, T {gtmt'
some years run 80 per cent; we sell "the -entire lamb Crop ;

we c‘t 53 cents a pound for an average weight of 62 or 63 pounds—-
about '83. ur 53 a head; we a clip o Stgcim:uﬁs per gheep each
year, w b t 18 cents; 15 eents; in

1906 it wu 135 cents ; ?folws made 33 per cent, but in 1897 about
18 or 20 per cent; in 1900 about 10 per cent; with 2,600 head,
and it is now 21,000 sheep and 10,000 lambs, practically made out u!
the business since 1894, had $960 when 1 went into
on a safe estimate, I am worth $100,000 to-da {l I have made swosc’»
in fourteen years; thought ﬂmt a scaling of the tariff to § or 6 cents
would lead him to change his business. 1 ask that the tariff be raised:
paid for my sheep in 1894 $2 a bead; worth $4.50 to-day. Mr. Del-
felder then tried to kedge on the proﬁ be had made, but did not
chsnse the status materially.

8505.—Mr. R. J. McClury, Alexander, Pa., protested agalnst any
reducuonoftariﬂ Wool is se at 80 cents a pound, and that is as
low as it can be raised for; he submitted estimate ot cost of 100 fleeces
for $305, with a sale credit of $£310, showing a profit of $5; went into
business in 1879, under tarif of 1867, with wool se at 40 cents;
the tariff of 1335 gave us a jolt, and aheep went down per cent ; Te-
covered under the MceKinley tariff ; when Cleveland went im the see-
ond time I had 2005]12(:1) worth rromﬂstosol}ahmdiorhreﬂlmg
purposes ; the Wilsen tariff rednced their value to almost nothing ; aheep
went to the shambles at from 50 cents to $1 a head and 1 had to
qu}i,t under the pm{)r:m taﬂﬂwbgl manage tormuke a living.

'age §5006.—' Growers, from Morrow Coun state
that when the Dingley bill came into ugjemtion the cost of rgntng a
band of 2,000 sheep depended on llowing facts: necessary
deeded land was 500 acres, thm belnx enough govemment land free
lying adjacent to make up the necessary 2,500 acres; range land was
worth not to exceed £3 an acre ; now the sheeg raiser has gractk:ully to
own all his range, sndthepricehulncr msstoSSann.m
wages of herder and camp tender increased 30 per cent; that the sum-
mer range, then free, now costs a rental of from T to 12 cents a head ;
50 per mntmmhelphnmﬂoﬁ there is also an increased loss of
sheep through government regulaﬁnns and inereased predatory ani-

;- freights have increased and the price of shearing has gone up;
2,000 sheep then cost in e;pense $8,920; the cost today is 52?

Page 5008 —Mr. George By Gam. Cole., ]gmtest.ed m!nst ‘an
mﬂucﬂﬁnlnwmi have been raisin enyﬁ\'eyea.rsinl’ar
County, Co! urh:x the Cleveland adm tration the low tariff wiped
out the shee? business Bubmltted a smtement showing the expenses of
2,000 sheep in 1 ve been §2,154 and the wool and pelt account
$1,780, or a lm of 8874 This was & dry herd ; had there been lambs
and a ewe herd the increase would have from 80 to 90 per cent;

my wool at the ranch; freight, commission, and drayage when
thi pes East amgﬁ cents per pound.
nya 5009, Live Stock Company, Enreka, Nev., ask for an

Pa e ‘s012—Lewis Penwell, of the Montana Wool Growers' Asso-
dntion, stated that the average cost of runring 16,000 sh twelve
umnths a;ras $1.25 a head, and that the wool clip was a little less than

un

g'o 5013.—J. B. Long & Co., of Great Falls, made practically the

same sts.temt.
On same pﬂ other;mtedthat it cost from 10 to 14 cents
a pound to ri wool, and snbmltb&d a statement.

Page &016.—Missouri reeders’ Amcintton. made up of H00
gheep Lreeders, asks for a er !.mporl: duty on wools; prier to 1900
few men were in the indust since 1900 about ut 3,000 have

one into it, about 1,100, hea.d; the State could sustain
o bea.heep or m anrage of 20 head to the farm ; think the duty
raised 5

Page saﬁ—{ham Cmmiar Bheep Breeders’ Assoclation, 75 members,
with 600,000 sheep, protesis against any change in duties on wool or

Pt:ge wgl—NAﬁnnl.l Wool Grom!rs’ Almlaﬂon states th;ltm it om
sents several hundred ucing annuall
s of wool, valued at S?D.oﬁm nnd muttm ﬂlnadyst $100, L,000,-

l indorses the present tarlff WOoo! woolen fabries, hldes,
meats, and meat animals, This was thsn-ml at the fo
mmmmutﬁsmmﬂmmmm , January 1
1909. They ask specially for continued protection of the duty on
mohair, to the t industry ; a tariff on Angora skins.

5023 of the National Association .of

Wool Manufacturers and of the on of Wool Growers
ﬂmmduuummmmmmmmﬂmm
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Page 5039.—Winslow Brothers & Smith, of Boston, ask for an Increase
of the differentials on wools on the skin; clalm that the present tariff
discriminates against wools on the skin because they are uniformly
heavier in shrinkage than sheared wools, and because they require a
pulling to prePnre them for market; the shrinknge is from 65 to 72
per cent; a difference of 1 cent should be allowed for shrinkage and
of 23 to 3 cents for pulling; think 3 cents might be enough, but that
4 cents would not be too high.

Page 5043.—Stone, Timlow & Co., Boston, oppose any redunction of
wool duties and any Increase of the differential on wool skins. On
same page P. McGraw Wool Company, Allegheny, Pa., ask that the
differential be raised to 4 or § cents. ; .

Page 6275—Funstin Brothers, St. Louls, file letter protesting against
any reduction of rates.

age m&.—Penna{évantn Wool Growers' Assoclation submit state-
ment of account with 100 sheep; expense $162 a year at lowest prices
of feed and $270 at high prices, or an average cost of $2.16 a head for
keeping and shearing sheelp; cllg 63 pounds a head; in 1904 this
brought 30 cents, 35 cents in 1905, 32 cents in 1906, 33 cents in 1907,
30 cents in 1908, or an average of 32 cents, making the receipts for
wool $2.08 against a cost of $2.16 for the fleece; a man can keep 200
sheep on a farm of from 100 to 200 acres—50 one year old, 50 two years
old, 50 three years old, and 50 four years old; of these 50 must be
breeding ewes which will yield 40 lambs, male and female; from his
flock he can sell each year 40 head ; one-half of these, or 20, would be
old ewes at from $3 to $3.50 'g:r head, and 20 wethers, at $4, or an
incoine of $160, which represents interest, care of the flock, losses, ete.
For mutton producing a larger and coarser wooled sheep are kept; It
is true that 100 ewes will produce from 70 to 80 lambs, but these
lambs are sold for mutton while young and the wool from the ewe is
all that is produced.

Page 6550.—Datus C. Smith, Blanchard, N. Dak.,, a farmer, states
that he owns 2,800 acres of land and is a Republican; no farmers, so
far as he was aware, except woolgrowers, have appeared before the
committee, while those that have appeared are the very ones engaged
in selling thelr products to farmers who serve them; both sides of
the enormous farming business deserve to be heard; the entire agricul-
tural list should be free; the tariff is not of the slightest advnntaﬁ to
the farmer; even if Canadian wheat should come to Minneapolis, it
would not depress the American price; the fear that Manitoba wheat
will depress the price of Dakota wheat is groundless ; Minneapolis does
not and never has made the fﬂm on Dakota wheat ; iﬁnneapoll.s prices
always lnﬁ behind Duluth prices; I am a sheepman ; have fed 2,000 at
a time and now carry 500 ewes the year round and sell about the same
number of lambs annually; I have exforted mutton to England and
can not see where it mattered much in the price whether Canadian
mutton came to New York or mine went to England, or vice versa; the
tariff on wool does generally add to the price of the American product,
but it has nmever been of any benefit to American farming; why should
sheep ranch men be assisted by the Government when cattlemen and
horse raisers are not? 1 olﬁpose the tariff on wool because it has never
accomplished its aims; it has not built up a sheep Industry and has
degraded sheep husbandry into wool raising; sheep for mutton is neg-
lected for sheep for wool; the Wilson bill gave a real impetus to sheep
husbandry, from which it has never departed ; farmers lost on bounty,
but got a far better class of sheep; I oppose the tariff in that it steals
the judgment of the beneficlary ; for a little bounty on 40 fleeces of
wool he will go the whole length of protection—getting a little and

aying much; another fallacy is that the farmer buys little; if a
Earmer sells $5 000 worth of produce and has $100, he had bought
£4,900 worth of things. He has paid for steel ralls and trainmen’s
clothing, for grain elevators and barges, rallroad profits, ete.; in so far
as the farmer’s living expenses are increased by the tariff his toll is
increased ; on the other hand, the manufacturers have grown great;
the factories are accumulating wealth and the farmers alone remain
poor ; he needs protection while these do not; if he can not be pro-
te;lzted.? would it not be well to protect him at least from further high
prices

Page 658;.—F. B. Findley, & dealer in woods from Boston, thinks the
wool schedule should not be touched, because sheep raising develops arid

ds

Page 6585.—F. E. Warren, for Big Horn County Wool Growers' Asso-
ciation, protests against nn{[ reduction.

Page 5019—Mr. Edward Moir filed a strong aner asking ad valorem
rates on all wools. TUnder the specific system the woolen manufacturer
is handicapped on his raw material ; one branch of the textile Industry
is greatly favored.

English pulled and fleece washed wools suitable for combing purposes
may ge imported at a duty of 12 cents a pound; they lose in washing
16 to 28 per cent, whercas manufacturers using Cape, Montevideo, or
fine Australian, whose washing loss averages 65 per cent, must pay 11
cents duty ; this helps the worsted manufacturer and hurts the woolen.
Bays Arlington Mill brings in pulled wool losing 16 per cent; the duty
is 12 cents; the compensatory duty on cloth is four times the duty on
wool, so that on 4 pounds of this wool the return would be 3.36 clean
pounds, on which 48 per cent duty is paid, or 14.3 cents per clean
pound. On the other hand, if wool loslng 63 per cent washing is
rought in at a duty of 11 cents, the compensatory duty on the eloth
being four times the wool duty, he would pay on 4 pounds 44 cents and
et back 18 pounds clean wool, making the duty 313 cents, as against
ess than 15 cents pald by the worsted manufacturer. A wool that
shrinks 70 per cent, paying 11 cents duty, is nearly 37 cents a pound
clean, the extreme duty being 22 cents a pound. A specific duty on
wool Is absurd ; the lowest duty that would have been collected on our
importations in 1895 figured 75 per cent on the cost of the wool and
the other extreme, 140 per cent; the washing loss runs from 15 to 80
per cent, and a specific duty is unfair to some industries; if the Aus-
tralian can grow wool successfully and make money, it seems singular
that a western woolgrower, with the cheapest land in the world, and

ing for sheep practically free, should have the cheek to ask a duty on
oreign wool running from 40 to 120 per cent ad valorem; I have never
believed that carpet wools should come in cheaper than clothlnyi wools.
Why shonld a higher rate be pald on a necessity than on a luxury?
An ad valorem rate of 25 per cent on all wools padying the same rate
of duty would be desirable. One manufacturer told me that he never
made so much money as during the last two years of the Wilson bill.

Page dﬁw.--—\\’lllism H, Harris: The impor nE trade think the dutles
on third-class wools should be cut in half; the policy of the Manu-
facturers’ Association prompted not by the needs of the trade nor by
any sense of right or justice, but entirely from the fear that any honest
readjustment will prompt woolgrowers to demand a reduction on manu-
factured goods; the present duties on classes 1 and 2 m
to 100 per cent; at low market rates they have several times In the

MArcH 24,
last ten years reached 120 per cent. Mr. Moir is right in asking an ad
valorem duty on classes 1 and 2. My interest is in class 3, and everyy

argument here favors an ad valorem duty; class 3 wools call for mo
protection, there being no carpet wools produced In the United States,
some are used for clothing, but only to a very limited extent, none for
the last three years; to Jum&u duty from 4 to 7 cents when the cost
of wool crosses the 12-cent line is iniquitous; it leads to fraudulent in-
Bonlftin grtglt egther iniquities ; it has injured the carpet Industry of the

Page 5002.—The Arkansas Valley Wool Growers' Association asks an
increased duty on third-class wools, on the ground that they compete
with American wools as clothin

Page 5003—The Bristol (Pa.)
third-class wools.

Mr. WASHBURN. Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I ghall
move to strike from the bill the provision imposing a direct in-
heritance tax as a part of our permanent national system of
taxation. It is not my purpose to consider in any way the details
of this provision, but rather to object to the appropriation by
the Federal Government of a tax which has been adopted in
cither the direct or collateral form to a greater or less extent
by at least 36 States of the Union. The latest information I
have access to is that 20 States tax both direct and collateral
heirs and that in 13 States the tax is progressive,

The new constitution of Oklahoma authorizes progressive
taxation of both direct and collateral inheritances. It has hap-
pened in my own State of Massachusetts that a collateral inher-
itance tax was levied in the act of June 11, 1891, which imposed
a tax of 5 per cent on collateral relatives only. The principle
was further extended in the act which became effective Sep-
tember 1, 1907, including lineal ancestors and descendants and
progressive in the amount of the tax. The tendency of the
States when the tax has once been adopted seems to be to ex-
tend it as the needs for increased revenue become pressing, and
it makes up in some measure for the loss of taxation ineident
upon the elusive form in which so much personal property now
exists. As an illustration of this fact, let me say that in my
own State one of the most instructive and painstaking reports
on the subject which I have ever seen recommended the aboli-
tion of the tax on intangible personal property and as one of
the substitutes the importation of a direct inheritance tax upon
real and personal property.

But whether the tax be regarded as a means for collecting
taxes which have been evaded during the lives of the owners
or as a substitute for a property tax or as a capitalized income
tax, the fact remains that it is a tax which the States have
come to rely upon and are likely to develop as their needs may
require, and which is likely ultimately to be relied upon as a
substitute for the tax on intangible personal property which is
now impossible to eollect. It would, in my judgment, be most -
unfortunate if the Federal Government should, by making the
inheritance tax a permanent part of its taxing system, make it
impossible for the States to avail of the tax to any necessary
extent.

I do not forget that the National Government has in times of
stress availed of this tax. It did so for four years, ending in
1802, but the conditions then were hardly comparable with
those of to-day. An inheritance tax was recommended to meet
the expenses of the war of 1812, but peace was declared, and the
tax was not levied.

Legacy and succession taxes were levied for the fen years
ending in 1872, covering the civil-war period and five years
thereafter, yielding nearly fifteen millions, and again during the
Spanish war for a period of four years, ending in April, 1902;
but these were war taxes and were repealed when the immediate
need had ceased.

This is a very different proposition from that to make the in-
heritance tax a permanent part of our federal-tax system. I
fear that the result would be to prevent the States from realiz-
ing all the benefit they should from the tax through fear that
the Federal Government might increase its tax, and the Federal
Government, on the other hand, might hesitate to take full
advantage of the tax through fear of embarrassing the States,
so that both taxing powers would, in a sense, be paralyzed in
administering this particular tax, or else, if it were adminis-
tered vigorously by both, the double tax might easily become
oppressive. I should hope that other sources of revenue should
be found by the National Government, and that this should be
left to the States. [Applause.]

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Chairman, in every country revenue is
the most potent factor. It supports the government; it controls
the government. It has been said * the revenue is the state.”

It may be consistent with the moral obliquity of this bill for
its advocates to sneer at moral considerations and with eavalier
air decline to “ discuss it in an academic way.” That, of course,
would leave the true purpose of taxation out of question, and
confine all debate to the details of narrow and selfish claims
and interests. Leader PAYNE is woefully mistaken, however,

wools.
%arpet Mills ask for lower duties on
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ip. his assumption that protection is the fixed policy in this
country. No such state of popular ignorance and commercial
corruption has settled in hopeless gloom over the American
people, satisfying them with conditions and insuring the per-
petuity of prohibitory duties. His habitual sneer at CHAMP
Craek's celebrated ntterance and his customary contortion of that
gentleman’s expression about “ custom-houses” can hardly de-
ceive anybody, nor conceal from our people the truth, that pro-
hibitory duties and free trade are equally unproductive of reve-
nue. One would put the custom-houses out of business as
effectually and quickly as the other. Neither is desirable. The
difference between them is that free trade®would permit general
production and business prosperity, and enable the people to
pay the taxes which either system would render necessary to
support the Treasury; while prohibitory protection would ex-
clude and paralyze all business and impoverish the common
people, enriching only those who can not possibly be reached
by the taxing power, and leaving those subject to taxation be-
reft of all means to replenish an empty Treasury.

Countries are endowed with elements of wealth and pros-
perity. Wisdom and economy in levying revenue and conduct-
ing the government can largely affect the development of those
resources and the currents of commerce. People are entitled to
make the most they can out of their resources, and their oppor-
tunities should not be abridged by discriminating legislation.
As the winds and the waves flow ceaselessly around the earth
when unobstructed, so the activities of men exchanging com-
modities for commodities would flow freely and profitably
throughout the civilized world if unobstructed by restrictive
legislation, and bring the greatest wealth to the best equipped,
the most skillful, and the most active.

They should never be obstructed, but should be charged with
the expense of government, and for that purpose only should
be wisely and fairly taxed. The.only just and honest pretext
for levying taxes is the support of the Government, and the
old-fashioned doctrine that no more should be levied than
essential to an honest and economical administration should be
observed. It is impossible so to leyy that tax as to avoid
affecting incidentally the interests of various parties. The
discovery of that faet led to the practice—vicions in the
abuse—of demanding the laying or omission of taxes for the
sole or main purpose of affecting the interests of somebody in-
stead of for the benefit of the Treasury. The Republican mis-
statement, shouted on so many stumps and written on so
many pages, that the fight is between tariff and free trade, is
an outgrowth of the claims of different interests, who, having
discovered that some protection inevitably attends every rate
of duty, have entirely lost sight of the constitutional funetion
of taxing to support the Government and have become lost
in the contemplation of their own selfish ends.

The fight between different political parties has been con-
sistently, through all our history, a contest between honest and
fair taxation and a prohibitory tariff. Honest and fair taxa-
tion, laid for revenue only, places the proceeds in the Treas-
ury, and is used to support the Government, going under our
theory, to benefit the people who pay the taxes. If the rate
of duty is too high, nothing is imported and no revenue reaches
the Treasury. If the rate is too low, very little revenue goes
to the Treasury, though importations may be large. Neither of
these conditions is desirable. However, the lower the duties
the more imports, and the more imports the more exports, for
usually they keep pace through long periods. Only fortunate
and exceptional conditions produce large balances of trade con-
tinuously in favor of the same people for a long time, If
the people who pay the taxes are prosperous the Government's
financial condition is strong, whether the Treasury be full or
empty, for it has only to call and collect the money from people
whom fair conditions have left able and willing to pay. There-
fore a policy which enriches the common people strengthens
the Government and the Treasury.

It has long been popular to collect revenue by import duties.
Indirect and disguised taxes levied on consumption are not
always realized by the taxpayers, and if rightly adjusted, tax
people fairly according to the quality and quantity of what
they consume. But greed and political cunning have taken
advantage of the method, indirect and easily concealed, to trans-
fer the taxing power from the Government to favorite grafters,
and substitute political favorites as beneficiaries of the system,
designed to replenish the Treasury. The favorites contribute
to campaign funds, while it would be somewhat difficult to de-
vise an indirect and undiscoverable method of taking their
campaign funds from the Treasury. - Necessarily, the tax,
whether great or small, operates incidentally to protect the
home products against foreign competition, and it does seem
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that honest and fair men ought to be satisfied with that. What
the Republicans call “ protection,” eupheniously styled * the
principle of protection,” means fixing the duty so high that
no foreigner can pay it and sell as low as the home man.

Therefore no foreign goods are brought in; therefore no reve-
nue is paid into the Treasury; but the object is accomplished,
the home manufacturer or producer has no competition. He
adds almost the amount of the duty to the value of the article,
thus enabling him to sell it just a little below the point which
would permit competition, thus making the home consumer pay
almost the amount of the tariff in addition to the value of the
article, by which operation he is forced to pay to his neighbor
an exorbitant tribute, and still the Treasury is empty. But
that is not the worst feature of it. The balance of the “ pro-
tective prineciple” is that you must then find some other means
to tax the same people who paid the tribute in order to secure
money to supply the Treasury. This looks hard enough if the
common people, constituting the great masses, more than 90
per cent of the entire population, had a fair chance to raise
money to pay taxes with; but the most disastrous thing about
protection is not that it forces us to pay a higher price for
home goods, but because it denies to us all the markets of the
world and deprives us of the opportunity to sell to all the
world the multimillions of wealth produced by our people, but
on which they are not able to realize on account of protection.
All of our ports are closed to most of the products of the rest of
mankind which could compete with anything produced by the
favorites,

We can not carry our products abroad and sell them because
we can not take in exchange therefor the products of other
countries, the people of other countries being, like us, de-
pendent on their produets for their income. In the language of
President McKinley, “ We can not always hope to sell to people
from whom we buy nothing.”

As a prohibitive duty prevents bringing into our ports the
products of those people with whom we could drive profitable
bargains, we can not sell them much. The consequence is that
while a few thousand of our people are authorized by our Gov-
ernment to control the home markets for their products, they
compel the other ninety-odd millions to rely upon a home market
which is utterly insufficient to consume the commodities which
they are able to produce, and at the same time the particular
commodities which constitute the great staples of our products
are not protected and can not be protected against foreign com-
petition, so that our producers must sell all their produets in
competition with the whole world to the only people who are
permitted to buy them and are forced to buy what they need
from the only people who are permitted to sell to them at all.

The favored few are authorized by law to exempt themselves
from all competition as to their products and then take arbi-
trary control of all the products of everybody else, selling at
their own price and buying at their own price, and controlling
the surplus of both. Then the Government, having enriched
the favorites and impoverished the masses by the tribute ex-
acted, levies upon the same masses taxes to support the Gov-
ernment, so that the masses are first robbed for the benefit of
the classes, and then taxed to support the Government, a double
burden and both burdens heavy. There is a stock argument
always used in justification, that the duty is designed to protect
American labor and should represent the difference between
prices of labor abroad and at home. The cost of living is largely
a matter of taste and economy, and is always increased under
a protective tariff. Making some articles high by levying a
tariff has been demonstrated to operate to raise the prices of
all things in that particular community, even those untaxed.
Besides, the old doctrine of “ come easy, go easy ” has full force
and operation.

People who make money easily by discrimination, legal or
otherwise, against their fellow-men become lax and lavish in
their expenditures, and the contagion of their spirit and ex-
ample spreads throughout the community and produces ex-
travagant living; but I have never admitted that intelligent
Americans are not skillful enough and resourceful enough to
produce commodities of almost any character as cheaply as
any people on earth. It is not so important, however, that we
produce all things that we need or the world needs as it is
that we enjoy sufficient trade relations everywhere to sell
profitably the important and valuable things that we do pro-
duce. In fact, the protected interests do go outside the tariff
wall, and in other countries sell in competition with all the
world. They must sell as cheaply as anybody. They sell very
much more cheaply to the foreigners than to their own people,
and nobody believes, neither have they ever claimed, that they
export and sell those goods at a loss.
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They may not make as much money on them as they make
on those they sell us at home, but I make the statement with-
out fear of contradiction, that it would be more economical for
our people to pay taxes and provide bounties or pensions for
all those protected favorites, and allow them to live in ease and
idleness to the amounts they make or would make on us by
operating under the protective tariff, if the exclusion were re-
laxed so that the masses would be permitted to sell their
products in the markets around the world. The other fact,
which is plain to everybody, is that the laboring man, in whose
interest this iniquity is claimed, does not realize the benefit of
it. It is true some of the operatives live well, are paid good
wages, but that is nothing remarkable. The profits of the
concerns for which they work justify it, but it is well to con-
sider the expensive means to which they have to resort to se-
cure any fair share of the profits. They must keep up iron-
bound organizations and tax their members large amounts to
maintain a regular standing army of organized workers and fight-
ers, in the shape of federations and labor unions, in order to
coerce from an unwilling set of protected employers any fair
share of the profits of the business.

If you will take the pains to calculate the expense incurred
by the employees to force anything like justice in their wages,
you will find that the amount will far exceed any difference in
wages at home and abroad. If the Government is to take pater-
nal control and support eleemosynary institutions to maintain in-
dustrial establishments on the plausible pretense of looking
after American Iabor, then the Government ought to maintain
inspectors and auditors to apportion the profits on a fair basis
and see that the laborer gets his dues, for certainly “ the laborer
is worthy of his hire,” even while the employer operates on fair
terms with his fellow-men; but when he is permitted to dis-
criminate against 90 per cent of his fellow-men on the pretext
of taking care of 10 per cent, he certainly ought to pay the
laborer his share. Let those who claim that he has been get-
ting his share fairly and squarely account for the necessity of
the expense and time devoted to federations and labor unions
and strikes, and let them show a few examples of laborers
grown wealthy, traveling in Europe, owning castles in Scotland,
building monuments in the shape of houses all over the country,
and lying awake at night quaking with dread of inability to
spend all their ill-gotten wealth before they die. [Laughter.]

The truth is, the same callous conscience and laxity of morals,
which at once are produced by protection and demand more
protection, will as readily rob a man’s own laborers as his
neighbors. The narrow and selfish exponents of special privi-
lege sometimes talk about patriotism as demanding the support
of the conditions which I have described. I do not believe law
is necessary to compel American citizens to trade with their
neighbors. I believe that if the compulsion were released, and
the protected favorites would shew an honest and fair disposi-
tion to sell to our people at home as cheaply as they sell
abroad, our people would voluntarily absorb larger quantities
of domestic commodities than they do, for they would be able
to absorb and pay for a great deal more, being allowed to send
the surplug around the world and find a profitable market for
that; and the protected favorites, through importers and ex-
porters, on opening their own gates, would find the gates of all
the world open to them, so that instead of complaining of con-
gestion and depression in business and warehouses full of goods
and securities up in banks they would find American shipping,
which protection killed, suddenly resurrected, taking on new
life under the impetus of fair trade conditions, and they could
send all the goods they could possibly produce around the world
and bring back fair returns for their own use and the use of
their fellow-countrymen.

It would require a little more work; they would have to
handle more goods and deal with more people, but they would
make more money. Their characters would be better; their
fellow-countrymen would be richer; the Treasury would over-
flow with revenues; nobody would be robbed; all our institu-
tions would flourish; all parts of the country, treated alike
under the sunshine of fair opportunity, * would blossom as a
rose and flourish like a trust.”” [Laughter and applause.]
This country, with its vast resources, sturdy stock of intelligent
and energetic population, splendid climate, enjoying all the fa-
vors of heaven, exempt from the machinations of mean men,
would be what heaven designed it to be—the home of the great-
est, happiest, and most prosperous people on the face of the
earth [applause], glorying in free institutions and prospering
by fair and honest conduct. A little enumeration and align-
ment of the people concerned on the two sides of the proposi-
tion would show the desirability of the change. On one side
stand a few thousand protected favorites, who claim the right

to hold up all business and levy tribute on every living creature
and every kind of labor and production; to increase their own
wealth and decrease the labor and trouble necessary to secure
their gains.

On the other side stand all their own laborers, to begin with,
for they consume all their wages will buy, and everything they
buy pays tribute, and is thereby increased in price without any
benefit to the Treasury. The idea that they are dependent on
protection for their employment is a mere delusion and a snare,
promulgated every election year to influence their votes against
their own interest. Upder honest and fair tax laws they would
find all they could do at fair wages and buy all their supplies
more cheaply, be free from the necessity of keeping up organiza-
tions, and exempt from espionage, political guardianship, and
intimidation. With their own laborers stand all the importers
and exporters, and all American shipping, driven out of business
or crippled by protection; all the merchants, who are robbed by
protection, unless they recoup by charging the robbery up to
their retail customers; all the farmers, lawyers, preachers, arti-
sang, mechanies, doctors, school-teachers, all laborers of every
kind—everybody in the country except the handful of protected
favorites—must stop and submit to exactions of tribute, and
then, in addition, find some other way to pay taxes to the Gov-
ernment, impoverished as they are, and their business paralyzed
by being deprived of markets.

Even if it were shown that the employees of the favorites
were benefited by protection to any extent, in the face of such
tremendous interests on the other side and such appalling
losses in the profits and business of the masses, it would be a
great deal cheaper just to add the eight or nine million em-
ployees of the protected favorites to the pension roll already
suggested with the favorites themselves and support them all
in ease and affiluence at the public expense than to allow suclk
a pernicious system longer to prey upon the industries and com-
merce of the country. The mainspring, the only reason that
maintains the vile system, is that the protected beneficiaries
pay campaign funds to the Republican party and persuade,
cajole, deceive, and coerce their deluded and downtrodden em-
ployees to vote the Republican ticket, and in turn the Repub-
lican party votes more protection. Thus the game goes on,
commercial greed and political power exchanging favors until
the moral sense loses its vitality and goes out of business, and
men of intelligence and pretended respectability, acting under
oath, deliberately empower a handful of men to rob all their
fellow-citizens under the form of law.

Before going into Republican politics Mr. Roosevelt con-
sidered that to be immoral, and a poor plan for the distribution
of wealth. It is not denied that for the support of government
and its institutions all things are rightfully subject to taxation
if necessary, but articles of general and prime necessity ought
to be the last and most lightly taxed, if at all. Exactly what
the revenue point is is a question of practice, to be determined
by experts. The trouble with the dominant party in preparing
a revenue bill is they hear parties interested for or against the
duty, with no reference whatever to the condition of the Treas-
ury nor the production of revenue, but with a view solely to
its effect on their own interests. As a matter of fact, the
proper question on a tariff hearing ought to relate to condi-
tions of production and trade possibilities at home and abroad
and the necessities of the Treasury, and find out approximately
the rate of duty to produce the most revenue on each article,
if it is thought neceszary to tax all to produce sufficient revenue.

For instance, everybody recognizes that sugar is a proper
revenue-producing article. It is impossible for the United States
to produce what we need, but as it is a comfort to a great many
people to use sugar, it is not necessary to collect all our revenue
from sugar. The small number of producers of the small quan-
tities of domestic sugar could be made rich by a great deal
smaller rate of duty than that fixed on refined sugar by this
bill. Millions of people could use more sugar and have it at a
lower price. It is not right to make our citizens pay an exor-
bitant price for all the millions of tons that come in from other
countries in order to pay an unnatural and artificial profit either
to the cane growers themselves or to the sugar trust, the real
beneficiary, which would not hesitate to rob the cane growers
any more than the balance of us. The luxuries which the rich
are determined to have and are able to pay for should pay the
heaviest taxes. The most common necessaries, which the masses
of the people must have, should pay the lowest taxes and some
of them none at all. If all things were properly considered, ac-
cording to the rules I have laid down, there would be no trouble
about sufficient revenue. The incidental protection unavoidably
going with every tax would be found sufficient to satisfy all
honest men. [Applanse.]

This bill fails signally, and I am satisfied that the failure is
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entirely intentional, Prohibitive rates are retained, some of
them increased, and other means sought for raising revenue, in-
cluding additional taxation and bonds. About the only effort at
a good thing is the modified and complicated tax on inheritances,
It is not popular with protectionists, and will doubtless be elimi-
nated, because it might exact some money from the favorite
classes and thus offset their benefits under other provisions of
the bill. For the same reason, there is no hope of an income
tax. The valid and constitutional objection to the inheritance
tax is that it is direct and a proper subject for state taxation,
and might cause the common people to be double taxed. That
objection, however, may commend it to the dominant party.

There are some kinds of protection which I favor. I would
like to protect the forests, and to this end lumber should have
a low rate, or go on the free list, thereby we might arrest the
rapid and senseless denudation of our forests. We could then
exchange for foreign lumber other products, regulate the flow
of water, and preserve our rivers and streams.

The pending bill, however, makes a hollow mockery of that,
reducing only rough lumber which is little affected by import
duties. I would also like to protect our laborers in industrial
institutions in the way already indicated, but there are many
times that number of laborers in the fields and the forests and
the mines whose rights I would like to protect. They constitufe
the bulk of our population, and, “unawed by power and un-
bribed by pelf,” make np the large majority of honest and in-
dependent American citizens who think and vote as they please.
In ancient times agriculture was respected by government, and
is yet in some countries. In the greatest nations the world ever
saw, which reached the most advanced civilization, agriculture
was held to be the most honorable profession and was protected
and encouraged. Under the operation of Republican policies
our greatest agricultural products have been tabooed. They
have been crushed down in our own country and practically
outlawed abroad. The burdens should be taken from them.
Restrictions should be taken off their liberty of trade. Their
opportunities should be restored; then they would take care of
their own character and prosperity. .

The secret which the favorites have discovered is that if they
can have all their products protected against competition and
everybody else’s products put on the free list their fortunes are
ready-made and wrapped up in the bank for them. No competi-
tion at home for their products, all the world comes to their
aid and helps to beat down the price of all they buy from their
neighbors. It would baffle the chicanery.of a Philadelphia law-
yer to explain why cotton-seed oil is placed on the free list. It
is the cheapest and best rival and substitute for butter, lard,
and all kindred aids to the kitchen and table. It is said that
“it is sent abroad and adulterated with olive oil” and brought
back here and sold and used as the best “ olive oil ” obtainable.
As a by-product of cotton it ean be produced in sufficient quan-
tities to sapply this country and exchange large quantities
abroad for articles that could profitably be used here, But the
bill attempis to enforce the opposite course; it puts our com-
modity on the free list and protects all the articles for which
we could otherwise exchange it, so that we can not possibly
bring them home, If from our cotton seed shipped abroad, or
from the little fragmentary cotton patches competing with us,
any foreign cotton-seed oil comes here, the fair and honest
course is to tax it for revenue and then reduce to a revenue
basis the rates on the foreign articles for which we desire to
exchange. Nor would this mean * passing around the benefits
of protection.”

1t would be a fair and equal distribution of taxation. Re-
publicans love to claim that protection is a local and personal
issue, that everybody to whom its benefits are offered favor it,
and that the infection is rapidly pervading the South. When
a man South demands a tax he is at once applauded as a
protectionist and the entire section derided for the spread of
the contagion. We need no prohibitive tariff protection. We
neither need nor demand tariff for the purpose of protection.
We know that protection was invented in this country to pre-
vent our prosperity, and arrest our commercial and political
supremacy. We demand that import taxes be honestly and
fairly laid, so as not to discriminate against our products, raw
and manufactured.

To tax out of competition the things which could compete
with other interests and put on the free list all things that
compete with our products is dishonest, sectional, and partisan
robbery. Let burdens of taxation be placed fairly and equi-
tably, and let incidental protection affect all alike. We want
the markets of the world open to us, and are willing to defy
all competition if no handicaps are placed upon us. Eastern
mills try to hedge and postpone the success of southern compe-
tition by carrying their politics with their capital when they

go South, foreseeing and dreading the inevitable control of cot-
{on manufacturing by mills located in the South. :

They are not even fair and consistent as protectionists, but
discriminate sectionally as set out in this letter which I read to
show their dishonest inconsistency, and also call further atten-
tion to the heresy of free raw materials:

GEORGIA INDUSTRIAL ASSOCIATION,
T'occoa, Ga., March 22, 1909.
Hon. W. C. Apamsox,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: I am inclosing a set of resolutions passed at a conven-
tion of southern cotton-mill men held under the ausplces of the Georgla
Industrial Association in Atlanta on March 16. We had not then seen
the new tariff bill, but it seems that the things which we feared are
about to be—a decrease in the tarif on coarse yarns. The South
makes, very [arl%ely, the coarse yarns and the low counts in ecloth,
with heavy weight. The East makes the fine yarns and the high counts.
Of course this is s bmdl{,
high numbers in zam; three mills
number 80. We bope that Georgia will %g further and further into
fine goods and ultimately finish these goods In Georgla. We need to
get further from that much talked of raw material, so when a bale of
cotton is shipped from Georgia in the manufactured state It will bring
a return from one to two hundred dollars instead of from thirty to
fifty as it now brings in the raw. I e:‘?ecially call your attention to
section 2 of the inclosed resolutions. e beg that you use your very
best endeavors to the end that we get for our southern industries,
especially the Infant cotton manufactures, their full share of the bene-
fits accorded in the mew bill

Yours, very truly,

for the South does produce some
in Georgia produce yarns around

JEFF DAVIS,
President Georgia Industrial Association.

But their effort is not necessary, nor will it be successful, Their
views are entirely too narrow. They do great injustice to the
magnitude of their country and its stupendous possibilities for
production, manufacture, and commerce, We want their capital,
We invite all other capital to come there and put up mills.
We want a thousand more. We want to take down the Repub-
lican protection barrier, which closes all the markets of the
world against us, so that mills in the East and the South may
prosper, and in common with all other industries may realize
prosperity from the use of world-wide markets. If protection
does not get out of the way in aid of that consummation, the
change will come like a deluge, in spite of protection. There
was never a greater piece of folly than to talk about everybody
in a country sharing the benefits of protection.

Brick Pomeroy wrote a cheerful lie about two boys locked up
in a barn on a rainy day, *“ who made $10 apiece swapping knives
with each other, besides all the fun they had.” I have always
believed that one boy lost what the other gained. Such smart
boys could have made money if they had been permitted to ex-
tend their field of operations and get out and trade with the
other people. To protect everything and everybody would leave
nobody to rob and starve, and would consequently bankrupt and
starve everybody. Successful protection necessarily involves the
exploitation and subserviency of a large majority for the benefit
of the few. When one set gains the other necessarily loses, and
unfortunately, under the operation of protection, loses more
than the other gains. The Government has nothing to give
away, and when it enriches one class out of its own money, it
must rob another class to raise that money ; likewise, if it prosti-
tutes its taxing function to the use of a favored class to enable
that class to enrich itself, it must subject to its ravages another
class, upon whom the losses falling far exceed the gain to the
favorites. Under protection, the law of subply and demand is
suspended, and it is impossible to ascertain the normal or in-
trinsic value of anything. Prices depend on artificial and arbi-
trary conditions. s

The master, having control of the situation, prices the products
of the people as he pleases. The masses, in abject helplessness,
part under compulsion with their commodities for whatever
price is offered. * Reciprocity” is a favorite word with the
Republicans of late. In its ordinary signification it means fair
exchange of courtesy and opportunty. If we had been actuated
by a true spirit of reciprocity, Canada, Mexico, Cuba, and all
neighboring islands, as well as the Central and South American
countries, would have been our warmest friends and best cus-
tomers. Canada, Cuba, and Mexico would be loving us well
enough to clamor for admission to our Union. As practiced by
ithe Republicans, reciprocity is, first, an apology for protection—
an admission that duties have been placed too high and must be
reduced by contract, in order to help commerce; but, second, in
making the alleged correction, they aggravate the outrage by
making their favorites the sole beneficiaries of reciprocity.
They exercise it only to make protection more profitable to their
friends and more oppressive to the masses.

The States and Territories of this United States, comprising
the largest and most populous territory in the world, enjoying
unrestricted trade, present in their stupendous domestic com-
merce an unanswerable argument against the fetish or dogma
or crime, or whatever you call it, of protection. My under-
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standing is our domestic commerce is more than forty times
greater than our foreign commerce and many times as great as
all the commerce, foreign and domestic, of all the balance of
the world. As there can be no such thing as protection of one
State or Territory against another, commerce has run unob-
structed within our boundaries, and we have enjoyed great
prosperity in spite of protection blighting our shipping and
foreign trade. The prosperity, unfortunately, is affected and
warped by the operation of protection so as to produce abnormal
fortunes in unnatural ways and repress general prosperity to
that extent. That very fact is bringing people to their senses
and rapidly building up sentiment against proteetion.

The original elaim in behalf of infant industries, that being
exempt from foreign competition they would grow up, become
strong and prosperous, multiply, and then cut prices and cut
one another’s throats to the general joy and prosperity of the
masses, has developed into a monumental falsehood, for instead
of competing, they simply avail themselves of the opportunity,
combine their capital and resources, fix their prices, discharge
all unnecessary men to join the great army of the unemployed,
close all the plants deemed unnecessary for their purpose, re-
tain just men enough, and operate just plants enough to pro-
duce at the least expense only as many commodities as they
can sell at the highest prices, and that is the benevolent opera-
tion of protection; but it has been discovered that econditions
are different in different localities of our vast territory, that
climate and fuel and long seasons affect different interests, that
protection does not protect Massachusetts manufacturers against
Georgia cotton mills, nor Pennsylvania coal and steel against
Alabama products. In order to accomplish that, obnoxious
‘interference must be resorted to as to labor and certain other
industrial and social conditions. Besides, capacity to produce
has been wonderfully increased, and it is being rapidly realized
that the surrounding barrier must be broken down in order
that manufactured products, as well as surplus raw materials,
can enjoy more liberal conditions for general trade throughout
the world.

The truth is, the increase of industrial institutions and pro-
ducing capacity North and South have entirely outgrown the
narrow, contracted policy of protection, and all will yet learn
that, though involving a little more labor and trouble, a more
liberal policy will prove vastly more profitable. Being more
familiar with the great cotton staple than with some of the
others—my own people relying on that entirely, and this whole
country being more dependent upon it than upon any other or all
others to maintain our balance of trade with the world—I es-
pecially insist that trade conditions be so liberalized that cot-
ton, raw and manufactured, can find a world-wide market.
It is far more profitable to us that it be manufactured at home
and shipped abroad as far as possible in manufactured form,
because a more valuable form. I would like for the manufae-
turing to be done in this country, and as far as possible in the
cotton fields or adjacent thereto; but it is impossible, and al-
ways will be, to manufacture all of it. Some surplus will go
abroad. Several other great countries depend upon our raw
cotton to support millions of people and enable them to buy
millions of dollars’' worth of our foodstuffs and other products.

They produce some fabries which some of our people want
and have a right te buy. What we insist upon in the interest
of the millions of cotton producers and a few thousand who
have millions invested in cotton manufactories, is that exclusion
of competition be modified, that fair and reasonable reductions
be made in duties that will permit the export and exchange of
both surplus raw cotton and surplus cotton goods, on which to
base profitable exchange for commodities which we need, and
which other people want to sell and must sell if they buy from
us. The demand often made in the same breath by the same
party for free raw material and prohibitive duty on the prod-
uct manufactured from those materials looks very selfish, but
it is quite natural, and natural selfishness, if dealt with at
all by government, ought to be curbed and regulated rather
than gratified where its tendency is detrimental to the general
public. It would be just as fair to insure to the millions of
people producing raw material a low price for all they have to
buy and a high price for all they have to sell, but the common
people do not ask for any such paternalistic preference. They
only ask for fair and honest conditions. They complain at dis-
crimination which waste their substance to enrich favorites
‘by artificial means.

I glory in our great industrial advancement. Our splendid
institutions, the great industrial establishments, I would not
destroy nor weaken any of them. I do not think it would be
right for the same Government which established conditions
to induce them to enter business suddenly to destroy them by
rapid and radical changes, but inequalities in our tariff laws

ought to be corrected and equalized as rapidly as possible. The
South has always been the vietim of protection, but it has never
been its dupe. Our people have always known that we were
robbed, and the method of the robbery. It has always been our
regret that some of the great agricultural people in the West,
while likewise being victims of protection, have sometimes also
been its dupes. They have frequently ratified and condoned the
robbery. 'We never have. I rejoice that an awakening is go-
ing on., The American intelligence and conscience are being
quickened. Demands for fair dealing, equal and honest taxa-
tion, are arousing the West like a moral revolution. This bill
pretends to comply with a promise made to those elements, to
revise the tariff downward. Usually a successful party con-
stroes its reelection as a ratification of its policy, and makes
no changes, but the reformers were £o hot and active after the
Republicans last fall that they were compelled to make re-
luctant and equivocal promises in order to earry the election.

I am not advised whether or not the President regards this
bill as a compliance with those promises. If so, he is easily
pleased. He is renowned, however, all over the world as a most
amiable man. I fear that it will not meet the expectations of
those people who relied upon promises. It has been anticipated,
in the best-informed circles, that only a pretense would be made,
and this bill seems to justify the apprehension, to lop off obsolete
duties no longer regarded as productive, while incrensing others
desired for greater protection; and making a great hue and ery
about a reform bill really does nothing to benefit the people
nor curtail the exactions of the favorites. Verily, it is giving
a stone for bread and a serpent instead of a fish, [Applause.]

There are many honest people, however, who voted the Re-
publican ticket last fall who may not share nor appreciate the
President’s amiability if he acecepts this bill. Of eourse the
protectionists who *“steod pat” and the regular grafters who
wanted patronage willfully, and with malice aforethought,
voted the Republican ticket, expecting no reform.

They will not be disappointed if the bill is a sham. It was
not necessary to call an extra session and enact a farce to de-
lude and pacify them; but those who really desired tariff re-
form and relied on the unusnal promise of reforming the tariff
at an extraordinary session, which would be a most extraordi-
nary performance by a party reelected to power, stand on a
different plane; they must be pacified either by substantial
compliance with the promise or by deceiving them again, a per-
formance often suecessfully repeated by the Republican party.

In that connection I would call attention to the following
letter, which presents in striking style a sample of many in-
stances of outrage and injustice offered in the pending bill. If
any reason for those items can be offered except the selfish de-
sire to extort unjust profits and swindle the masses, I would be
glad to hear it.

P SR NEWNAN, Ga., March 17, 1999,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Sir: We desire to call your attention to the schedules on kid
gloves and linoleum in the new tarlff bill just Introduced and to urge
upon you the importance of opposing inereases Incorporated in this
measure. An inecrease In tariff on the lower grades, especially of kid,
French lamb, and Schmaschen gloves, will make them prohlbitory for
import and will put us at the mercy of a few manufacturers In Glovers-
ville, who will be the only ones to profit by this measure. Gloves of
this kind made in this country are far Inferfor to the foreign-made
article. The proposed schedule will entirely shut out French-made
lambskin &l:ves. such as we now retail at $1 a pair, and will make the
price on better quality so high that their sale will be very limited.
A like reason applies to linoleums, which are better made abroad. We
hope you will use every effort to prevent the passage of these schedules,

Very sincerely, yours,
P. F. Corrino & Co.

Of a kind with this is the hosiery schedule, which is throwing
into hysterical indignation the sweet and lovely comforters of
mankind. [Laughter and applause.] It is said that 2,000,000
of the fair creatures will wage a crusade against high duties
on stockings. If our charming sisters would broaden the scope
of their vision just a little so as to extend their demands to
reducing duties which prevent sale abroad of cotton and cotton
goods, the cotton producers of the South would enjoy such
enormous legitimate profits now denied them as to enable them,
without feeling the burden, to buy out Gloversville, pension all
its tariff barons, supply all the ladies with gloves free, and
afford an abundant supply of $10 stockings free of charge to
all ladies who have shapely diminutive pedal extremities
[langhter and applause]; those with more substantial equip-
ment, not earing to make their nether members conspicuous,
might rely entirely on other charms and accomplishments for
popularity and not eare so much about stockings. They would,
however, find consolation in both cheaper stockings and cheaper
leather. [Laughter and applause.] It is said by persons high
in authority that a difference of 10 or 15 per cent ad valorem
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is not so important as a speedy settlement of the question,
which would restore confidence and settle conditions in business.

This is a most egregious error. If protectionists so believe,
let them consent to take 15 per cent ad valorem from their pro-
tected schedules and observe the tremendous impetus it will give
to commerce, suddenly pulsing and swelling with unaccustomed
activity, and rolling and reveling in prosperity, while the Treas-
ury rapidly fills with revenue from import duties. The toiling
millions of our country could afford to wait a few days for such
a glorious change. The speedy settlement of the question has
no charms for them unless settled right, so as to bring relief
from oppression long suffered. Protectionist newspapers at-
tempt to gull unthinking people by pretending that revision of
the tariff downward would cut off revenue. That is willful
and mean: deception. Those journals all know that reducing
schedules that are so high as to be prohibitory, and therefore
barren of revenue, would inerease the revenue, but as that would
admit some foreign goods and permit our people to buy nee-
essaries at lower prices, these papers cbject and try to pervert
the truth. Some people want to take the tariff out of polities,
and treat it as a nonpartisan question. I wish that, consistently
with the truth, I could regard such people as innocent or even
jgnorant. A commission appointed by Republicans would first
make the system worse, and then make it permanent, rendering
it more difficult to amend or relax,

The Republican party and protection are so mixed up and
interwoven that the party could not live beyond an election
without the dectrine of protection, and protection could not sur-
vive a single session of Congress without the Republican party.
Sometimes through ignorance, but oftener from malice, people
deplore the South’s sectionalism and partisanship, basing the
slander on our steadfast adherence to the party of the Consti-
tution and its consistent and paramount demand for local self-
government and honest taxation. It is true that we are more
solidly and permanently Democratic than some other States, but
it is because from environment, education, and conditions affect-
ing immigration we have a greater per cent of native, upright,
intelligent, honest voters than favor most other States. [Ap-
plause.] Referring all questions to fundamental principle, we
not only vote right on political questions, but present the best
and purest type of Americanism now extant. Our integrity,
purity, and unswerving devotion to principle will prove the bul-
wark of conservatism and good government, the mainstay of
the Republic in: dark days that may come when madness, con-
fusion, malice, and reckless desperation destroy peaceful condi-
tions in some regions and plague our country. [Loud applause.]

We have suffered most grievously and without provocation
the shafts of sectionalism aimed at us, our social conditions,
and our commercial and political ascendency. It has afflicted
us with every conceivable form of insult, indignity, and rob-
bery. We have calmly, firmly, honestly, and bravely resisted
sectionalism, and for so doing have been called sectional. We
ask nothing inconsistent with the good of the people of all parts
of the Republie. We want no special favors and advantages,
but, in turn, we object to their being conferred on others. We
support the only national party ever prominent in this country,
the only party that offers fair conditions and honest govern-
ment and equal protection to all parts of the country alike.
We do not care what you call a party. If other people preju-
diced against the name * Democratic” would only open their
eyes and wake up their consciences so as to cooperate with usin
restoring the application of correct principles to the adminis-
tration of this Government, we would, if necessary to please
them, be willing even to go back and take up our old name
“ Republican,” which we discarded long ago, though the prac-
tices of the party in power under that name have brought it
into considerable disrepute. [Loud applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

The enormity of protection might in some measure be miti-
gated through some device permitting the Treasury to share
the profits the privileged class is enabled to extort from the
people. Fifty per cent of the net profits ought to provide the
beneficiaries princely incomes; the other half would keep the
Treasury overflowing with money. The necessity for further
exactions upon the people to replenish the Treasury would be
eliminated. The auntomatic arrangement to support the Gov-
ernment might prove more popular and even remove the system
from partisan politics. For such a soft snap in perpetuity as
the transferred power to levy tribute on all our people ad
libitum the barons should be willing to divide profits with the
Treasury. In kingly countries it used to be fashionable to
farm out royal prerogatives, something being paid to the crown
for the concession. If it is competent to transfer the taxing
power gratuitously, it would certainly be equally proper to
farm it out on halves or some other reasonable per cent. It

is thought that the: steel trust could easily support the Post-
Office Department; the Standard Oil Company could finance the
army and navy ; the spool-thread: trust and all the other thriving
brood of protection could easily meet the expenses of all the
other departments of the Government, improve all our rivers
and harbors, eonnect them by canals, restore and maintain our
merchant marine, driven from the seas by protection, erect a
publie: building at every county site in the United States, dig
the Panama Canal, in a few months pay off the public debt,
and leave in the Treasury at all times sufficient loose change
for spending money. [Laughter and applause.]

Let those who at first blush regard this as a joke analyze it
and satisfy themselves. Those who exercise the taxing power
to exhaust the resources of the people and destroy their profits,
to increase their own gain, ought in some way to support the
government that permits such outrageous: eenditions. I believe
that there are some: good, honest men in the Republican party.
Some, even, who in honest good faith advocate protection. In
the language of my friend, Hon. Grorce F. Burcess, of Texas:

N
wlthoa??rgem & I:{mnopolx of good men, nor ls any party chargeable

In that respect the chief difference between the two parties is that
the good men: in the Republican party are not numerous enough to
control it and change its habit of promoting speeinl privilege and
serving and protecting dishonest th, while there are not enough

bad men in the Democratic party to dominate it and prevent it from
advoeating pepular rights, fair and honest taxation, and good govern-
ment.

By the glamour of success and the power to reward, the party
in power constantly draws to its standard as recruits. those men
of unsettled convictions and adjustable principles who are not
happy nor prosperous in the minority party. On the other
hand, the minority party, constantly losing members of that
character, would become weak in numbers and probably extinct
but for accessions from the party in power in the persons of
men of principle and character who prefer right and conscience
to success and power. When such reeruits outnumber the de-
sertions far enough to reverse the majority a change of admin-
istration oecurs.

Mr. Chairman, I confess that I am waiting, but looking and
confidently hoping, for that * consummation devoutly to be
wished ” as promising our first and only opportunity for re-
form. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether anyone
else desires to take the floor. To-morrew I will try to run to
6 o'clock. T move that the committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

The committee aceordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. OrMsTED, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had further considered the bill H. R. 1438, the tariff
bill, and had come to no resolution thereon.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.
: By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol-
OWS:

To Mr, Crark of Florida, for a few days, on account of sick-
ness.

To Mr. Lk, for a few days, on account of sickness in family.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
gentleman from New York if he is willing that unanimous con-
sent may be granted to all gentlemen who speak on the bill to
revise and extend their remarks?

Mr. PAYNE. Not quite yet. I will talk with the gentleman
later on the subject.

I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o'clock and
14 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until 11 o'clock a. m.
to-morrow.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the assistant
clerk of the Court of Claims, transmitting a copy of the find-
ings filed by the court in the case of the Trustees of the Pres-
byterian Church of Glasgow, Mo., against The United States
(H. Doc. No. 9), was taken from the Speaker's table, referred
to the Committee on War Claims, and grdered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. SABATH: A bill (H. R. 4301) to amend an act en-

titled “An act for the relief of soldiers and sailess who enlisted
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or served under assumed names, while minors or otherwise, in
the army or navy during the war of the rebellion,” approved
April 14, 1890, so that the title shall read: “An act for the re-
lief of soldiers and sailors who enlisted or served under as-
sumed names, while minors or otherwise, in the army or navy
during the wars of the United States of America "—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 4302) to
provide for the appointment of an additional district judge in
and for the southern judicial district of the State of West Vir-
ginia—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4303) appropriating $50,000, or so much
thereof as may be necessary, for the improvement of the Kana-
wha River in West Virginia—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

By Mr. DAWSON: A bill (H. R. 4304) to reorganize the
Navy Department of the United States—to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4305) authorizing the appointment of
dental surgeons in the navy—to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. SULZER: A bill (H. R. 4306) to make October 12
in each year a public holiday, to be called “ Columbus Day "—
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'CONNELL: A bill (H. R. 4307) for the erection
of a bust to the memory of Charles Thompson, first Secretary
of the Continental Congress—to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. COWLES: A bill (H. R. 4308) to provide for the
erection of a public building at Wilkesboro, N. C.—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. GILLETT: A bill (H. R. 4309) to improve the navi-
gation of the Connecticut River between Hartford and Holyoke,
and to develop water power in connection therewith—to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 4310) granting a pension to
all persons who have lost their hearing from causes originating
in the military service of the United States—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (F. R. 4311) granting an increase of pension to
all persons who have lost the gight of one eye from causes orig-
inating in the military or naval service of the United States—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ANSBERRY: A bill (H. R. 4312) providing for the
erection of a public building at Van Wert, in the State of Ohio—
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4313) providing for the erection of a pub-
lic building at Defiance, in the State of Ohio—to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4314) providing for the purchase of a
site and the erection thereon of a public building at Napoleon,
in the State of Ohio—to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds. -

By Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 4315) for
the protection of the banks of the Guyandot River at Barbours-
ville, Cabell County, W. Va.—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors,

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 4316) to authorize the
granting of pensions and the increase of pensions in extraordi-
nary cases not now provided for—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4317) to extend the pension laws of the
United States to the soldiers engaged in the Utah expedition of
1857 and 1858, and to the widows and children of such sol-
diers—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4318) to provide for the manufacture and
sale by the Government of diphtheria antitoxin—to the Cowm-
mittee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4319) concerning employment in the classi-
fied civil service in the departments at the seat of government—
to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4320) to authorize the Secretary of War to
detail officers of the army for service in the construction of good
roads in the several States—to the Committee on Military Af-
fairs. -

Also, a bill (H. R. 4321) concerning permits to sell intoxieca-
ting liguors—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4322) to require national banks to con-
tribute to a fund for the protection of depositors, and for other
purposes—to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, n bill (H. R. 4323) to provide for securing interest upon
deposits of public funds, to prevent their use in gambling opera-
tions, and for other purposes—to the Committee on Ways and
AMeans,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4324) to declare and limit the jurisdiction
of courts as to the question of the constitutionality and validity

of acts of the Congress and acts of state legislatures—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4325) concerning national-bank statements
and prescribing the punishment for certain offenses—to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4326) to authorize and direct the Post-
master-General to procure postal ecars and contract for hauling
them, and appropriating money therefor—to the Committee on
the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4327) to regulate practice as to instructing
juries—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4328) providing for the assessment by jury
of the punishment to be imposed upon conviction of erime—to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4329) concerning jurisdiction in judieial
proceedings—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4330) to change the time for the meeting
of the Congress and the time for the inauguration of the Presi-
dent—to the Committee on Election of President, Vice-President,
and Representatives in Congress.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill {(H. R. 4331) to provide
for the erection of a public building at Grand Junetion, State
of Colorado—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4332) to provide for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a public building thereon at Durango, State
of Colorado—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4333) to provide for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a building to be used as a summer residence
by the President of the United States at or near the city of
Glenwood Springs, Garfield County, Colo.—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4334) to provide for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a public building thereon at Glenwood
Springs, State of Colorado—to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4335) to establish an agricultural experi-
mental station on the western slope of Colorado—to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4336) authorizing certain national banking
institutions to make loans on real estate in certain cases—to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4337) to provide for the erection of suit-
able monuments over the graves of deceased ex-Presidents of
the United States—to the Committee on the Library.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4338) to erect a monument to Gen. James
W. Denver in the city of Denver, Colo.—to the Committee on
the Library.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4339) to establish and maintain a fish-
hatching and fish-culture station in Garfield County, State of
Colorado—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. CLAYTON: A bill (H, R. 4799) to repeal an act to
establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United
Sitates, approved July 1, 1898—to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. STANLEY : A bill (H. R. 4800) for dredging and re-
moving sand bars in Ohio River near Hawesville and Union-
town, Ky., and near the mouth of Green River—to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4801) for the relief of farmers, merchants,
and other dealers in leaf tobacco—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R..4802) to establish a fish-hatching and fish-
cultural station in Christian County, in southwestern Ken-
tucky—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R, 4803) authorizing a survey of Tradewater
Rliver, and for other purposes—to the Comittee on Rivers and
Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4804) authorizing a survey of Pond River,
Kentucky, and for other purposes—to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4805) for the erection of a public building
at Hopkinsville, Ky.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4806) for the relief of farmers and tobacco
growers—to the Committee on Ways and Means. y
Also, a bill (H. R. 4507) for the relief of tobacco growers—

to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4508) relating to punishment for contempt
in federal courts—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4809) to admit free of duty certain articles
manufactured in the United States of America—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4810) to admit free of duty certain articles
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manufactured in the United States of America—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4811) relating to punishment for contempt
in federal courts—to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4812) for the construction of a lock and
dam in the Ohio River below the mouth of Green River—to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4813) to enable the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to conduct experiments and determine the practicability
of making paper material out of cornstalks and to erect build-
ings and purchase apparatus therefor—to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. DE ARMOND: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 35) to
provide for an investigation of and a report upon the services
of certain militia and home guard organizations in the civil
war—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, joint resolution (H. J. Res. 36) proposing an amendment
to the Constitution to authorize the United States to insure the
lives of citizens thereof—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

DBy Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 4340) granting an in-
crease of pension to Daniel H. Kindig—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. .

Also, a bill (H. R. 4341) granting an increase of pension to
Solomon D. Stutz—to the Commitiee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4342) granting a pension to Bessie L.
Rogers and children—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BOUTELL: A bill (H. R. 4343) granting a pension to
Michael P. Roehrig—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4344) to correct the military record of
Stephen W. Coakley—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H, R, 4345) to reimburse the city of Chicago for
damage done the Chicago Avenue Bridge by the U. 8. light-
house tender Dahlia—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CALDER : A bill (H. R. 4346) for the relief of Theo-
dore R. Timby—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 4347) granting an increase
of pension to William Bernhard—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4348) granting an inerease of pension to
James Buchanan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4349) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Bucklin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4350) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph J. Butcher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4351) granting an inerease of pension to
Christopher Carpenter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4352) granting an increase of pension to
Matthew N. Chappell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4353) granting an increase of pension to
Chester A. Chapman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4354) granting an increase of pension
Olney A. Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4355) granting an increase of pension to
John Cotter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4356) granting an increase of pension to
John P. Case—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4357) granting an increase of pension
Henry Dyer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4358) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Henry Jewett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4359) granting an increase of pension
Nahum A. Kelton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4360) granting an increase of pension
Horace E. Lincoln—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4361) granting an increase of pension
Henry J. Le Valley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4362) grinting an increase of pension
Ethan D. Pendleton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4363) granting an increase of pension
James H. Rickard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4364) granting an increase of pension
Samuel E. Reynolds—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4365) granting an increase of pension
Joseph L. Straight—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4366) granting an inerease of pension
Henry 8. S8harpe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 4367) granting an increase of pension to
Peter Shaughnessy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Algo, a bill (H. R. 4368) granting an increase of penston to
Timothy W. Tracy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4360) granting an increase of pension to
Richard D. Tanner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4370) granting an increase of pension to
Abraham Vigeant—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4371) granting an increase of pension to
Charles H. Wilmarth—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4372) granting an increase of pension to
Charles H. Robinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4373) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Walker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4374) granting an increase of pension to
Terence MeDuff—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ;

Also, a bill (H. R. 4375) granting a pension to Sarah A.
Dow—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4376) granting a pension to John J. Cough-
lin—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4377) granting a pension to Nancy A.
Hopkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4378) granting a pension to James M.
Mitchell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4379) granting a pension to Edward
Plunkett—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 4380) granting a pension to Jedidiah Wil-
bur—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CLINE: A bill (H. R. 4381) granting an increase of
pension to Jacob H. Schell—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4382) granting an increase of pension to
Pelig Hull—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4383) granting an increase of pension to
Martin V. Heffelfinger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4384) to correct the military record of
Andrew K. Hite—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. COLE. A bill (H. R. 4385) granting an increase of
pension to Robert Black—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4386) granting an increase of pension to
Mahlon Willard Gage—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4387) granting an increase of pension to
Oliver D. Browning—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4388) granting an increase of pension to
Otho Kinney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 4389) granting an increase
of pension to John V. Howell—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
gions.

By Mr. CURRIER: A bill (H. R. 4390) granting an increase
of pension to Henry A. Capen—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 4391) granting an increase of pension
Lyman M. Ramsay—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4392) granting an increase of pension
Ira B. Gould—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4393) granting an increase of pension to
Warren C. Heath—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4394) granting an increase of pension to
Elbridge G. Arlin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4395) granting an increase of pension to
Charles A. Gilman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4396) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Kimball—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4397) granting an increase of pension to
Alfred W. Heald—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4398) granting an increase of pension to
Benjamin W. Adams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4399) granting an increase of pension to
Walter E. Jaquith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 4400) granting an increase of pension
Jason Densmore—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4401) granting an increase of pension
Henry 8. Corey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4402) granting an increase of pension
Levi Witham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4403) granting an increase of pension
George W. Morrison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4404) granting an increase of pension to
Henry M, Washburn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4405) granting an increase of pension to
Mary B. Gaskill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4406) granting an increase of pension to
John D. Morse—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4407) granting an increase of pension to
William 8. Gibson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4408) granting an increase of pension to
James Britton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 4409) granting an increase of pension to
Lucretia 8. Haynes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4410) granting an increase of pension to
William O. Daniels—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4411) granting an increase of pension to
Laura K. Starkey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
- Also, a bill (H. R. 4412) granting an increase of pension to
Lorenza Bliss—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 4413) granting an increase of pension to
James Jackson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ]
Also, a bill (H. R, 4414) granting an increase of pension
George F. Edmunds—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Algo, a bill (H. R, 4415) granting an increase of pension to
Reuben C. Philbrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4416) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Veasey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4417) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Currier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4418) granting an increase of pension to
George Roby—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4419) granting a pension to Mary
Noyes—to the Committee on Invalid ensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4420) granting a pension to Celeste C.
Beattie—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
Also, a bill (H. R. 4421) granting a pension to Mary L.
Bingham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4422) granting a pension to Elizabeth A.
Worcester—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4423) for the relief of the legal repre-
sentatives of George W. Soule—to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. DE ARMOND : A bill (H. R. 4424) granting an in-
crease of pension to Thomas J. Ayres—to the Commitree on
Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4425) granting an increase of pension to
Jeannette Ballard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4426) granting an increase of pension to
John Bridge—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a hill (H. R, 4427) granting an increase of pension to
Joel A. H. Buckalew—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4428) granting an increase of pension to
James T. Cantrell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R, 4429) granting an increase of pension to
William Conoway—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4430) granting an increase of pension to
William Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4431) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah J. Drummond—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4432) granting an increase of pension to
Abner Gwinn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
- Also, a bill (H. R, 4433) granting an increase of pension to
Martin V. Hardesty—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
Also, a bill (H. R. 4434) granting an increase of pension
Sarah E. Hopkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4435) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Jennings—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4436) granting an increase of pension to
David MeGehee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4437) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4438) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Palmer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4439) granfing an increase of pension
Culvin V. Porter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4440) granting an increase of pension to
Lee W. Putnam—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. RR. 4441) granting an increase of pension
George W. Rains—to the Committee on Invalid Iensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4442) granting an increase of pension to
John 8. obinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. 1It. 4443) granting an increase of pension
Conrad Seim—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. I&. 4444) granting an increase of pension
Andrew Shane—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4445) granting an inerease of pension to
Mark A. Shelton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4446) granting an increase of pension
George A. Shephard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4447) granting an increase of pension to
Elizabeth I, Snyder—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, o bill (H. R. 4448) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Stockwell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 4449) granting a pension to Martha J.
Thorne—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
Also, a bill (H. IR. 4450) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm K, Trabue—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 4451) granting an increase of pension to
William 8, Trader—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4452) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Tuttle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4453) granting an increase of pension to
David R. Walden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 4454) granting an increase of pension to
Marecus D. Warner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4455) granting an increase of pension
Ellenor E. Wells—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4456) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Willhoit—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4457) granting an increase of pension
George W. Wolfe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4458) granting an increase of pension to
David Work—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4459) granting an inecrease of pension to
James L. Wyatt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4460) granting an increase of pension to
Hiram C. Wyatt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4461) granting a pension to Newton Alli-
son—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4462) granting a pension to Lucinda J.
Carman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4463) granting a pension to Sanford P.
Cutler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4464) granting a pension to Joe B. Dan-
iel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4465) granting a pension to Louisa M.
Ferrier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4466) granting a pension to Margaret S.
Griffith—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4467) granting a pension to Sudie Hop-
kins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4468) granting a pension to Catherine
Husted—to the Committee on Invalld Pensions. !

Also, a bill (H. R. 4469) granting a pension to M. W. Jacobs—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4470) granting a pension to Sarah B.
Mitchell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4471) granting a pension to Nannie E.
Parks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4472) granting a pension to D. W. Snider—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ;

Also, a bill (H. R. 4473) granting a pension to Davis Woody—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4474) granting a pension to Fred Yeo-
mans—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4475) for the relief of William J. Briggs—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4476) for the relief of Caroline F. Eddy—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4477) for the relief of Joseph Hunter—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4478) for the relief of Frank Keller—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4479) for the relief of Samuel L. Landers—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4480) for the relief of Samuel H. Lof-
land—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4481) for the relief of Herbert Vander-
berg—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 4482) for the relief of W, W. Wall—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4483) for the relief of Benjamin F. Whit-
lock—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4484) for the relief of Mary E. Willett—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4485) for the relief of William T. and
Hannah J. Woolard—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4486) for the relief of Jacob 8. Young—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4487) for the relief of the heirs of Robert
J. Allen, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4488) for the relief of the heirs of Peter
8. Clemments, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 4480) for the relief of the
heirs of William F. Crenshaw, deceased—to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4490) for the relief of the heirs of Wil-
liam Friar—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4491) for the relief of the heirs of Mary
H. Holloway, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4492) for the relief of the heirs of Jacob
Hufty, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 4493) to correct the military record of
William J. McGhee—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4494) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of the trustees
of the Christian Church of Pleasant Hill, Mo.—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. RR. 4495) to carry into pffect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of the county
court of Cass County, Mo.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4496) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of Elijah B.
Hammontree, administrator of the estate of John Hammontree,
deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4497) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of the Methodist
Episcopal Church South, of Harrisonville, Mo.—to the Commit-
tee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4498) granting a pension to Margaret
Iuston—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.,

By Mr. DODDS: A bill (H. R. 4499) granting an increase of
pension to Mahlon L. Angel—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 4500) granting an increase
of pension to Josiah D. Mater—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HAMLIN: A bill (H. R. 4501) granting an increase of
pension to Andrew J. Norris—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4502) granting an increase of pension to
Oscar M. Peck—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HINSHAW : A bill (H. R. 4503) for the relief of the
First Nebraska Militia—to the Committee on Military Affairs.
" Also, a bill (H. R. 4504) granting an increase of pension to
William F. Bullock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4505) granting an increase of pension to
James G. Carnahan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4506) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Bricker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: A bill (H. R. 4507) granting an
increase of pension to Sarah A. Robertson—to the Committee on
Pensious.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4508) granting an increase of pension to
Adolph Lochwitz—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 43509) -granting a pension to Nancy A.
Watkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4510) granting a pension to John Burton—
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4511) granting a pension to Lewis N,
Fisher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4512) granting a pension to Anna L.
Young—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4513) for the relief of William Murray
and David Murray—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4514) for the relief of William Murray and
David Murray—to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4515) for the relief of William P. Alex-
ander—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 4516)
granting a pension to P. 8. Cook—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also,-a bill (H. R. 4517) granting a pension to Samuel F.
Lowe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4518) granting a pension to Alexander
Thacker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4519) granting a pension to David Hud-
son—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4520) granting a pension to John Muck
Maynard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 4521) granting an increase of pension to
Fannie E. Pennypacker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4522) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Gideon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4528) granting an increase of pension to
Pleasant Goodman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 4524) granting an increase of pension to
William Tucker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 4525) granting an increase of pension to
F. M. Boso—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4526) granting an increase of pension to
Paul Schools—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4527) granting an incrense of pension to
Henry G. Pickens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. . 4528) granting an increase of pension to
William Lawson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4529) granting an increase of pension to
Jessie Queen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4530) granting an increase of pension to
William J. Smith—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4531) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Haws—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4532) granting an increase of pension to
Maurice Hungerford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4533) for the relief of John H. Snyder—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4534) for the relief of James M. Clous-
ton—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4535) for the relief of Jacob Harsh-
barger—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4536) for the relief of Mary A. Smith and
others—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4537) for the relief of F. F. Morris—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4538) for the relief of Leroy Deuglass—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill: (H. R. 4539) for the relief of Louis F. Brooks—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 4540) for the relief of Thomas MecCal-
lister—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4541) for the relief of the Hurricane Bap-
tist Church, Hurricane, W. Va.—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4542) for the relief of James M. Stephen-
son, of Point Pleasant, W. Va.—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4543) for the relief of heirs of William
Douthit—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4544) for the relief of the heirg of Charles
Ruffner, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4545) for the relief of the heirs of Richard
Parsons and Mildred Parsons—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4546) for the relief of John Morgan's
heirs—to the Committee on War Claims.

Al=o, a bill (H. R. 4547) for the relief of the heirs of Edward
and William Holderby—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4548) for the relief of the heirs of Charles
Ruffner, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 4540) for the relief of the estate of Philip
Null, deceased—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 45560) to correct the military record of
H. C. Dunkle—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4551) to correct the military record of
John A. Patterson—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 45562) to remove the charge of desertion
from the records of War Department against James T. Billups—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4553) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of John W. Shelton—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs. i

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 4554) granting an increase
of pension to Henry 8. Limes—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4555) granting an increase of pension to
Abralam Zimmerman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4556) granting an increase of pension to
David L. Yarnell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4557) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Wrightsel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4558) granting an increase of pension to
Isane Wise—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4559) granting an increase of pension to
John Weaver—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 4560) granting an increase of pension to
Francis M. Wall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4561) granting an increase of pension to
James R. Stronp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 4562) granting an increase of pension to
John Southard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4563) granting an increase of pension to
Madison Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4564) granting an increase of pension to
Harvey W. Shockey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4565) granting an increase of pension to
John C. Shaw—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4506) granting an increase of pension to
Alfred K. Rouzer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4567) granting an inerease of pension to
James W. Robinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 4568) granting an increase of pension to
William L. Rlobertson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 4569) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Reddick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4570) granting an increase of pension to
Levi Prince—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4571) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas H. Pearson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4572) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas H. Nisewanner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4573) granting an increase of pension to
Margaret 8. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4574) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4575) granting an increase of pension to
James Mahaffey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4576) granting an increase of pension to
Emily McGee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4577) granting an increase of pension to
Trophenius Lewis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4578) granting an increase of pension to
William N. Kelly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4579) granting an increase of pension to
James Huffman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4580) granting an increase of pension to
Frederick Hogendobler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4581) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Hiner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4582) granting an increase of pension to
John J. Hicksenhytzer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4583) granting an increase of pension to
Christopher Helserman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4584) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph O. Hasson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4585) granting an increase of pension to
James W. Gray—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4586) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Gilbert—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4587) granting an increase of pension to
Vincent H. Gaskill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 45838) granting an increase of pension to
Henry BE. Fultz—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4589) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Ehle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4550) granting an increase of pension to
Julia B. Drum—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4591) granting an increase of pension to
John Detrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4592) granting an increase of pension to
Leonard Dellinger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H, R. 4593) granting an increase of pension to
Harrison Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4594) granting an increase of pension to
TLeonidas M, Crossland—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4595) granting an increase of pension to
TLewis F. Counts—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4596) granting an increase of pension to
John R. Collins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4597) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph P. Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4598) granting an increase of pension to
Emeline Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4599) granting a pension to Albert
Fletcher—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4600) granting & pension to Helen W.
Wilson—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4601) granting a pension to Belle Speel-
man—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4602) granting a pension to James
Turk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4603) granting a pension fo Theresa Kil-
patrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4604) granting a pension to Charles W.
EKester—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4605) granting a pension to Martha M,
Harrier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4606) granting a pension to Mary E. J.
BEvans—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4607) granting a pension to Fannie F.
Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4608) granting a pension to Sarah Bray—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4609) granting a pension to Presley T
Black—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4610) granting a pension to Margaret Bow-
ger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 4611) to remove the charge of desertion

from the record of Samuel B. Dump, alias Samuel Brown, and
irgjt him an honorable discharge—to the Committee on Naval
TS,

By Mr. KENDALL: A bill (H. R. 4612) to compensate the
estate of Eber Currie, deeeased, for the death of said Currie,
ete.—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 4613) grant-
ing an inerease of pension to Henry Bossler—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KOPP: A bill (H. R. 4614) granting an increase of
pension to John Newman—ito the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. LANGHAM: A bill (H. R. 4615) granting an increase
olf pension to Peter McCanna—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4616) granting an increase of pension to
Amos Shirey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4617) granting an increase of pension to
Shiloh 8. Walthour—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4618) granting an increase of pension to
William Strutt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 4619) granting a pension to John S. Barr—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LATTA: A bill (H. R. 4620) authorizing the Omaha
tribe of Indians to submit elaims to the Court of Claims—to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LAW: A bill (H. It. 4621) for the relief of Henrletta
V. Dale—to the Committee on War Claims.

Dy Mr. LAWRENCE: A bill (H. R. 4622) granting an in-
crease of pension to Stephen H. Wyatt—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4623) granting an increase of pension to
Charles V. Abbott—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4624) granting an increase of pension to
Charles H. Trotier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4625) granting an increase of pension fo
Charles Pomeroy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4626) granting a pension to Hannah M.
Rising—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LINDSAY: A bill (H. R. 4627) granting an increase
of pension to William T. Handy—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 4628) granting
a pension to Silas P, Rainey—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4629) granting a pension to Anna Howell—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 4630) granting an increase of
é)lenston to William Lindsey—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons,

Also, a bill (H. RR. 4631) granting an increase of pension to
Robert H. Cranston, alias John Smith—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 4632) grantin
an increase of pension to William N. Jackson—to the Committ
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4633) granting an increase of pension to
Berry R. Pedigo—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RH. 4634) granting a pension to William W.
Maroney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4635) granting a pension to Henry R. Boat-
man—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O'CONNELL: A bill (H. R. 4636) granting an in-
crease of pension to Charles J. M. Temple—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4637) granting an increase of pension to
Louise C. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4638) granting an increase of pension to
Michael J. Meehan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4639) granting an inerease of pension to
Charles B. Maher—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4640) granting an increase of pension to
E. H. MecDonald—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4641) granting an increase of pension to
Jennie C. Fletcher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4642) granting an increase of pension to
Patrick J. Bench—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4643) granting an increase of pension to
Lonise A. Barnes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4644) granting an increase of pension to
Edwin W. Rand—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4645) granting a pension to Johanna
O'Brien—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4646) granting a pension to Franecis

_Murphy-—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 4647) granting a pension to John H.
Leslie—to the Comumittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4648) granting a pension to Margaret
Haley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I. R. 4649) granting a pension to Annie Gillis—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4650) granting a pension to Alexander A.
Garvey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., R. 4651) granting a pension to Frederick A.
Emery—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4652) granting a pension to Margery F.
Daly—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. 1. 4633) granting a pension to Anna Mans-
field—to the Committee on I’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4654) for the relief of William W. Stew-
art—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4655) for the relief of Joseph Manning—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (IL R. 4656) for the relief of Michael Curley—to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. OLDFIELD : A bill (H. R. 4657) for the relief of the
heirs of Samuel Corruthers, deceased—to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. HENRY W. PALMER: A bill (IL. R. 4658) granting a
pension to Mary Costello—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4659) granting an increase of pension to
James K, Lunger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 4660) to grant a disability
discharge to Levi D. Buckingham—to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. SABATH: A bill (H. R. 4661) granting a pension to
John Harrington—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4662) granting a pension to Mary Petrik—
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4663) granting an increase of pension to
Frank G. Cook—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4664) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph A. Paul—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4665) for the relief of Thomas Reed—to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SPERRY : A bill (H. R. 4666) granting an increase of
pension to James E. Ells—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4667) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah E. De Pue—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4668) granting an increase of pension to
Charles H. Foshay—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4669) granting an increase of pension to
Elmira E. Turner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STANLEY : A bill (H. R. 4670) granting an increase
of pension to John Coombs—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. !

Also,-a bill (H. R. 4671) granting an increase of pension to
Nathaniel 8. Green—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4672) granting a pension to Emmett
Puckett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4673) for the relief of the drafted men of
Henderson County, Ky., and other counties of Kentucky—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 4674) granting
an increase of pension to William F. Mozier—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions-

Also, a bill (H. R. 4675) granting an increase of pension to
Sameul A. Hays—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4676) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas F. Love—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4677) granting an increase of pension to
George V. Myers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4678) to correct the military record of
James M, Hensley—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4679) to correct the military record of
George M. Watson and to grant him an honorable discharge—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4630) for the relief of the heirs of John
W. West, decensed—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. STURGISS: A bill (H. R. 4681) granting an increase
of pension to Henry C. Jackson—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4682) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Zirkle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 4683) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Barrickman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4684) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Joyce—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4685) granting an increase of pension to
Edward R. Girault—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4686) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel W. Breakiron—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4687) granting an increase of pension to
David H. Bowers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4688) graniing an increase of pension
John A. Stuart, alias John Vanderpool—to the Committee
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4689) granting an increase of pension to
Edward D. Madden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4690) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel J. Jackson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4691) granting an increase of pension to
Elijah Coffman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4692) granting an increase of pension
Fletcher B. Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4693) granting an increase of pension
James H. Michael—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4694) granting an increase of pension
John W. Combs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4695) granting an increase of pension to
Alpheus Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4696) granting an inecrease of pension
Elisha A. Hartman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4697) granting an increase of pension to
Leonard Wile—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 4698) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Chidester—to the Commiitee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4699) granting an increase of pension to
Nelson Hendrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4700) granting an increase of pension to
John M. Collins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4701) granting an increase of pension to
Robert A. A. Collins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4702) granting an increase of pension tc
Eleam Welch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4703) granting an increase of pension te
Mary C. Tattersall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4704) granting an increase of pension to
John C. Dearing—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4705) granting an increase of pension to
Marcellus Albright—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4706) granting a pension to John A. Me-
Cauley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4707) granting a pension to Stocton Spon-
seller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4708) granting a pension to John Todd—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4709) granting a pension to Adam Minear—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4710) granting a pension to Ella Cotterill—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4711) granting a pension to George Sor-
rell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4712) granting a pension to Edgar Travis—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4713) granting a pension to George W.
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4714) granting a pension to Charles H.
Keefer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4715) granting a pension to Isaac D. Cald-
well—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4716) for the relief of Santford Bruce—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4717) for the relief of Andrew J. Weese—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4718) for the relief of Dennis A. Litzinger—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4719) for the relief of Margaret A. Tim-
berlake, administratrix of Richard Timberlake, deceased—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4720) for the relief of William D. Gra-
ham—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4721) for the relief of Edward Tearney—
to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4722) for the relief of Edward Tearney,
administrator of Samuel Ridenour, deceased—to the Committee
on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H, R. 4723) for the relief of John Whittington—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4724) for the relief of James H. Hooe—to
the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4725) for the relief of Maj. James M.,
Burns, United States Army, retired—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4726) for the relief of John Edwards, alias
John D. Edwards—to the Committee on Military Affairs.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 4727) for the relief of Joseph R. Brown—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4728) for the relief of the heirs of Jacob
J. Foreman, deceased—to the Committee on War €

Also, a bill (H, R. 4729) for the relief of the heirs of John
H. Smith, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4730) for the relief of the heirs of Lydia
A. Hockensmith, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4731) for the relief of the heirs of James
L. Geaslen, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4732) for the relief of the heirs of Thomas
G. Flagg, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. B. 4733) for the relief of the heirs of Charles
A. Dinkle, heir of John F. Dinkle and J. Daniel Dinkle—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4734) for the relief of heirs of James
Watson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4735) for the relief of the estate of Jacob
Custer, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H, R. 4736) for the relief of the estate of Henry
Gannon, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R, 4737) for the relief of the estate of John
Burns, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 4738) for the relief of the estate of James
Allender, deceased—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4739) to correct the military record of
Urias Bolyard, deceased—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. Ik, 4740) to correct the military record of and
grant to Louis F. Upwright, alias Ludwig F. Rupprecht, an
honorable discharge—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4741) to correct the military record of
William D. Garner and grant him an honorable discharge—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4742) to correct the military record of
Willis B. Cross—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R, 4743) to correct the military record of
and grant to James Irwin, alias James Williamson, an honor-
able discharge—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4744) to correct the military record of
and grant to Lieut. Benjamin 8. MeDonald an honorable dis-
charge—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. It 4745) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of the estate
of James W. Myers, deceased—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4746) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of Mary E.
Buckey—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4747) for the relief of the board of edu-
cation of the Harpers Ferry school district, of Jefferson County,
W. Va.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4748) to reimburse the estate of Samuel
Caldwell, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (II. R. 4749) providing for the payment of the
amounts due the employees in and the contractors who fur-
nished castings to the United States armory at Harpers Ferry,
Va., from January 1, 1861, to April 19, 1861, inclusive—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 4750) granting
an increase of pension to Augustus Godat—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4751) granting an increase of peusion to
Lewis R, Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. VREELAND : A bill (H. R. 4752) granting a pension
to Edwin Wilcox—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WASHBURN: A bill (H. R. 4753) to grant an hon-
orable discharge to Theodore N. Gates—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H., It. 4754) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Clement Lamoureaux—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WEISSE: A bill (H. I&. 4755) granting an increase of
pension to Silas J. Crocker—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4756) granting an increase of pension to
William Dignin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 4757) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew Dye—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4758) granting an increase of pension to
William E. McCready—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 4759) granting an increase of pension to
Cornelius Palmiteer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 4760) granting an increase of pension to
John Pommerich—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4761) granting an increase of pension to
Fred Heronimus—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4762) granting an increase of pension to
Richard Roberts—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4763) granting an increase of pension
James McDonough—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4764) granting an increase of pension
George H. Daubner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4765) granting an increase of pension
John Patterson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4766) granting an increase of pension
Charles 8. De Voin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4767) granting an increase of pension
Edward Pfister—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4768) granting an increase of pension
Aungust Knocke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4769) granting an increase of pension
Elvin A. Estey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4770) granting an increase of pension
Michael Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H, R. 4771) granting an increase of pension
Christian Blanke—io the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4772) granting an increase of pension
Math. L. Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4773) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Shultz—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4774) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Dassow—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4775) granting a pension to Margaret Wil-
liamson—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILSON of Illineis: A bill (H. R, 4776) granting a
pension to Elnora J. Boyer—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4777) granting a pension to Edgar C.
Sturges—to the Committee on Invali®@ Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4778) granting a pension to Adeline
Camp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 4779) granting a pension to George F.
MeKnight—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4780) granting a pension to Melinda J.
Perham Roberts—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4781) granting a pension to Mary O.
Daum—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4782) granting a pension to Adrienne T,
Church—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 4783) granting an increase of pension
Frederick A. Battey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 4784) granting an increase of pension
Wilson Wightman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4785) granting an increase of pension
Edwin N. Gifford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4786) granting an increase of pension
Elizabeth A. Archer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4787) granting an increase of pension
Melehior Hoerner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4788) granting an increase of pension
James (. Blair—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4789) granting an increase of pension
Carl B. Traver—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL R. 4790) granting an increase of pension
Isaac Little—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4791) granting an increase of pension to
Frank Odin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 4792) granting a pension to John IR.
Shirley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4793) granting an increase of pension to
Frank €. Bruner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 4794) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Frederick Frosch—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4795) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Michael J. Doyle—to the Committee
on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H., It. 4706) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of George 8. Green, and to allow his
widow, Minnie B, Green, a pension—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R, 4797) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Melville N. Goodrich—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

Alsgo, a bill (H, R. 4798) to appoint Edgar C. Sturges a cap-
tain in the army and place him on the retired list—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXIT, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petitions of Wright, Lybarger & Funk,
of Warsaw, and L. Neiswander, of Holmesville, Ohio—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. AUSTIN: Petition of many residents of Tennessee,
favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Knoxville (Tenn.) Lodge, No. 160, and Mor-
ristown (Tenn.) Lodge, Benevolent and Protective Order of
Elks, favoring the preservation of the American elk—to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, petition of Clinton Council, No. 83, Junior Order United
American Mechanics, for legislation to more effectually restrict
immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

Also, petition of Manufacturers and Producers’ Association
of Knoxville, Tenn., favoring a higher tariff on tannic acid—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of Oronogo (Mo.) Circle Mining
Company, for a duty on zinc ore—to the Committee on Ways
and Means, d

Also, petition of National Association of Box Manufacturers,
favoring increase of duty on lumber—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers,
against reduction of tariff on print paper—to the Committee on
Ways and Meauns,

Also, petition of New York members of the American Paper
and Pulp Association, against removal of duty from wood
pulp—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COOK: Petition of employees of Harry C. Aberle &
Co., of Philadelphia, Pa., for retention and adoption of the pro-
posed rates of duty on hosiery—to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

Also, petition of Frank A. Schimpf and others, favoring a
higher rate of duty on lithographic products—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

" By Mr. DAWSON: Petitions of J. H. P. Peterson, of Ma-
guoketa ; L. M. Stahle, of North Liberty; and Theo Martin, of
Bellevue, all in the State of Iowa, favoring reduction of duty
on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FOCHT: Petition of Waynesboro (Pa.) Lodge, No.
731, Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, favoring a reserve
for the American elk—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Marblehead Lime Company, of
Chicago, Ill., for an investigation by the United States Geolog-
ical Survey on the subject of lime—to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Also, petition of Paul Taylor Brown Company, of New York,
against a proposed tariff on fruit with sugar added—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the New England Dry Goods Association,
against the proposed tariff on hosiery and gloves—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Alsgo, petition of Chieago Mill and Lumber Company, of Chi-
cago, Ill., against reduction on lumber and its products—to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petition of job printers
of Salem, Mass, against practice of Post-Office Department
printing return envelopes free of charge—to the Committee on
the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of residents of Danvers and Groveland, Mass.,
against a duty on coffee and tea—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Paul N. Chaput, of Salem, Mass., favoring re-
peal of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of Los Angeles (Cal.) Chamber of
Commerce, against elimination of the countervailing duty on
petroleum—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Los Angeles (Cal.) Chamber of Commerce,
favoring establishment of a line of steamers by the National
Government touching all points on the Pacific coast and con-
necting at Panama with the Panama Railway—to the Com-
mitteg on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

- Also, petitions of citizens of San Jose and numerous citizens
of San Francisco and Redwood City, all in the State of Cali-
fornia, protesting against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINSHAW : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
§. P. Ulch (H. R. 1964)—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOWHELL of Utah: Petition of W. H. Wright & Sons
and other merchants and citizens of Ogden, Utah, against an
il{mrease of tariff on gloves—to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

By Mr. KUSTERMANN: Petition of employees of Green
Bay (Wis.) Paper and Fibre Company, against reduction of
duty on plain paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LINDBERGH : Petition of citizens of Brandon, Minn.,
against a duty on teas and coffees—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MANN: Petition of the Hardwood Manufacturers’
Association of the United States, against any reduction of tariff
on lumber—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of certain residents of Culbertson,
Nebr., against parcels-post and postal savings bank legisla-
tion—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads,

By Mr. STURGISS: Petitions of Andrew Corrothers, S. J.
Walter, William Held, J. T. Boyce, and J. M. Cost, all of Graf-
ton, W. Va., favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Leggerman Brothers, New
York, against increase of duty on chicory—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WANGER : Protest of the Lumbermen’s Exchange of
Philadelphia, Pa., against any reduction in the rates of dunty
upon articles in the lumber schedule of the Dingley tariff act—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr., WEISSHE: Petition of Martin Jancer, against reduc-
tion of the duty on barley, wheat, and other farm products—to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. WOODYARD : Petition of William Chenoueth and
other citizens of Gassaway, Burnsville, and Sutton, all in the
State of West Virginia, against parcels-post and postal savings
bank laws—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads,

SENATE.

TrurspaY, March 25, 1909.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Edward E. Hale.
Mr. CLARENCE D. CLARE, a Senator from the State of W
ming, appeared in his seat to-day. ;
The Journal of the proceedings of Monday last was read and
approved.
DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
a communication from the Secretary of the Interior transmitting,
pursuant to law, a schedule of useless papers, books, and so forth,
on the files of the Department of the Interior, which are not
needed in the transaction of public business and are of no per-
manent value or historical interest. The communication and
accompanying papers will be referred to the Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Disposition of Useless Papers in the Executive
Departments,

The Chair appoints the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
SimamoNs] and the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GAr-
LiNGER] members of the joint select committee on the part of
the Senate, as provided for in the act of February 16, 1889. The
Secretary will notify the House of Representatives of the ap-
pointment of the committee on the part of the Senate.

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS,

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit-
ting a certified copy of the findings of fact and two opinions in
the cause of John T. Ayres, executor, and the Chickasaw Nation
v. United States (8. Doc. No. 2) which, with the accompany-
ing papers, was referred to the Committee on Claims and or-
dered to be printed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
a concurrent resolution (H. C. Res. 12) authorizing an addi-
tional number of copies of the daily Recorp to be furnished to
Senators and Members of the House of Representatives, ete.,
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,

Mr. HALE., I move that when the Senate adjourns to-day it
be to meet on Monday next.
The motion was agreed to.
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